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A t e s t  o f  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model o f  d e c i s i o n  
making was conduc ted u s in g  f o u r  t y p e s  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  l e a d e r s :  
n u r s e s ,  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  managers from b u s in e s s  and 
i n d u s t r y ,  and f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  p r e s i d e n t s .  The p r e s e n t  s tudy  
was des ig ned  to  avo id  some o f  t h e  methodo lo g ica l  d e f i c  ' m c i e s  of  
p r e v i o u s  a t t e m p t s  t o  v a l i d a t e  t h e  model . S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  p r e s e n t  
r e s e a r c h  i n c o r p o r a t e d  two im por ta n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :  t h e  use of
n a t u r a l l y  o c c u r r i n g  d e c i s i o n s  t h a t  were c u r r e n t l y  be ing  c o n f r o n te d  
by t h e  l e a d e r s  and t h e  use o f  o b j e c t i v e ,  independen t  measures  o f  t h e  
d e c i s i o n  method used and th e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  q u a l i t y ,  and acce p tanc e  
o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n .
The f o r t y - t w o  l e a d e r s  were each asked t o  r e p o r t  f i v e  
de c is ion -m ak ing  s i t u a t i o n s  they  were c u r r e n t l y  f a c i n g  and to  e v a l u a t e  
each d e c i s i o n  in terms  o f  t h e  seven problem a t t r i b u t e s  d e f in e d  by th e  
Vroom-Yetton model , t h e  d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s  used t o  make t h e  d e c i s i o n ,  
and t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  q u a l i t y ,  and a c c e p ta n c e  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n .  From 
t h r e e  t o  f i v e  s u b o r d i n a t e s  f o r  each l e a d e r  a l s o  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  t h e  
s tudy  by e v a l u a t i n g  each o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  s e l e c t e d  by h i s / h e r  l e a d e r .  
The l e a d e r s  and s u b o r d i n a t e s  e v a lu a t e d  each d e c i s i o n  t w i c e ,  once 
imm edia te ly  a f t e r  t h e  d e c i s i o n  was made and a ga in  a f t e r  a p e r i o d  of  
t im e  had e l a p s e d  s i n c e  t h e  d e c i s i o n  was made.
The r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  a n a ly s e s  on t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  q u a l i t y ,  
and a c c e p ta n c e  measures  i n d i c a t e d  on ly  modest s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  Vroom- 
Yet ton model .  The r e s u l t s  f o r  two groups o f  l e a d e r s ,  t h e  n u r se s  
and t h e  managers ,  g e n e r a l l y  suppo r ted  t h e  model . For  t h e  n u r s e s ,
d e c i s i o n s  made by methods in accordance  wi th  t h e  model were p e rc e iv e d  
t o  be both more e f f e c t i v e  and b e t t e r  a c ce p ted  than  were d e c i s i o n s  
made by methods t h a t  v i o l a t e d  t h e  r u l e s  u n d e r ly in g  t h e  model . 
Manage r 's  d e c i s i o n s  f o l l o w in g  th e  model were p e rc e iv e d  to  be both 
o f  h i g h e r  q u a l i t y  and b e t t e r  a c ce p ted  than  were d e c i s i o n s  t h a t  
v i o l a t e d  t h e  model . However, t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  two o t h e r  groups 
o f  l e a d e r s ,  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  and th e  f r a t e r n i t y  and 
s o r o r i t y  p r e s i d e n t s ,  showed no s u ppo r t  f o r  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  model . 
These equ ivoca l  r e s u l t s  s u gge s t  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  l i m i t a t i o n s  t o  t h e  
g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model .
INTRODUCTION -
The phenomenon o f  l e a d e r s h i p  i s  p robab ly  the  most e x t e n s i v e l y  
r e s e a rc h e d  s o c i a l  i n f l u e n c e  p roce s s  known t o  t h e  be h a v io ra l  s c i e n c e s  
(Barrow, 1977) . To l e a d e r s ,  whe ther  they  a r e  managers ,  e x e c u t i v e s ,  
o r  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  no o t h e r  jo b  f u n c t i o n  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  concep t  o f  
l e a d e r s h i p  as  wel l  as  does d e c i s i o n  making. H i l l  and Schm it t  (1977) 
s t a t e d  t h a t  the  dominant i s s u e  in  t h e  s tudy  o f  l e a d e r s h i p  concerns  
th e  consequences  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i v e  d e c i s i o n  making. L eadersh ip  s t y l e  
in  d e c i s i o n  making t y p i c a l l y  has been d e s c r i b e d  as l y in g  on an 
a u t o c r a t i c - p a r t i c i p a t i v e  continuum. Vroom (1976b) conc luded  t h a t  
t h e  p a s t  r e s e a r c h  on d e c i s i o n  making i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
o f  p a r t i c i p a t i v e  methods v a r i e s  wi th  t h e  s i t u a t i o n a l  c i r c u m s ta n c e s .
The g ene ra l  n o t io n  i s  t h a t  l e a d e r s  d iagnose  d e c i s i o n  problems in  a 
s y s t e m a t i c  manner and then  s e l e c t  a d e c i s i o n  s t r a t e g y  c o n t i n g e n t  
upon t h e  d i a g n o s i s .  Thus, i t  i s  im p o r ta n t  t h a t  a l e a d e r  s e l e c t  a 
de c i s ion -m ak ing  method a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  s i t u a t i o n .
Vroom and Yet ton have deve loped a model o f  l e a d e r s h i p  and d e c i s i o n  
making based on t h e  above c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .
The Vroom-Yetton Model o f  Dec is ion  Making 
Normative Aspec ts  o f  t h e  Model
Vroom (1976a,  1976b) has d e s c r i b e d  l e a d e r s h i p  b e h a v io r  as 
c o n s i s t i n g  o f  two c l a s s e s  o f  v a r i a b l e s , '  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  t h e  l e a d e r  and 
a t t r i b u t e s  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  Vroom s u g ge s te d  t h a t  an unde rs t a n d in g  
o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  l e a d e r s h i p  b e h a v io r  may be had only by an a n a l y s i s  o f
1
t h e  j o i n t  e f f e c t s  o f  t h e s e  two c l a s s e s  o f  v a r i a b l e s  and t h e i r  
i n t e r a c t i o n s .  He has c a t e g o r i z e d  a t t e m p t s  a t  e x p l a i n i n g  l e a d e r s h i p  
b e h a v io r  as  be ing  e i t h e r  d e s c r i p t i v e  models o r  normative  models.  In 
both t y p es  o f  models s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  c o n s id e r e d  as a s e t  of  
modera t ing v a r i a b l e s  which i n t e r a c t  wi th  l e a d e r  b e h a v io r  t o  de te rm ine  
o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  outcomes. The d e s c r i p t i v e  model e x p l a i n s  t h e  p ro ce s s e s  
which govern the  b e h a v io r  o f  t h e  pe rson  in the  r o l e  o f  the  l e a d e r  whi le  
the  normat ive  model i s  concerned  with t h e  a c t i o n s  o f  t h e  l e a d e r  t h a t  
gu ide the  o r g a n i z a t i o n  in  ac h ie v in g  i t s  o b j e c t i v e s .  Thus,  in  a 
d e s c r i p t i v e  model t h e  l e a d e r  b e ha v io r  i s  the  dependen t  v a r i a b l e  and 
th e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  and the  r e l a t i v e l y  s t a b l e  a t t r i b u t e s  
o f  t h e  pe rson  a r e  t h e  independen t  v a r i a b l e s .  In a normative  model the  
l e a d e r  b e h a v io r  i s  t h e  independen t  v a r i a b l e  and th e  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  
outcomes a r e  t h e  dependen t  v a r i a b l e s .  Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) have 
e x p re s s e d  t h e  need f o r  both d e s c r i p t i v e  models in which l e a d e r  behav io r  
i s  t r e a t e d  as  a j o i n t  f u n c t i o n  o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s  and pe rsona l  
a t t r i b u t e s  and normat ive  models in  which o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  outcomes a r e  a 
f u n c t i o n  o f  l e a d e r  b e h a v io r  and s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s .
Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) proposed a model o f  l e a d e r s h i p  which 
fo c u s e s  on the  s o c i a l  p r o c e s s e s  u t i l i z e d  in  d e c i s i o n  making. 
S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e i r  model fo c u s e s  on t h e  l e a d e r ' s  d e c i s i o n  abou t  the  
amount and t h e  manner in  which s u b o r d i n a t e s  s hou ld  be invo lv ed  in  the  
d e c is ion -m ak ing  p r o c e s s .  T h e i r  model i s  normat ive  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  
i t  was deve loped as  a model o f  how a l e a d e r  shou ld  make d e c i s i o n s  i f  
t h e y  a r e  t o  be e f f e c t i v e  w i t h i n  an o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  c o n t e x t ,  i . e . ,  t h e  
consequences f o r  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  o f  a l e a d e r  a dop t ing  a p a r t i c u l a r
b e h a v io r  o r  l e a d e r s h i p  s t y l e .
Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) s t a t e d  t h a t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in d e c i s i o n  
making by s u b o r d i n a t e s  i s  one o f  t h e  more p e r s i s t e n t  and c o n t r o v e r s i a l  
i s s u e s  in  t h e  s tudy  o f  management. T h e i r  model adop ts  a con t ingency  
approach t o  d e c i s i o n  making as i t  i s  based on the  id ea  t h a t  the  
consequences o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in d e c i s i o n  making va ry  wi th  the  
s i t u a t i o n .  The Vroom-Yetton model a t t e m p t s  t o  d e f i n e  t h e  c i r c u m s tan c e s  
under  which p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  d e c i s i o n  making may e i t h e r  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  
o r  h in d e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  The model was deve loped from 
e m p i r i c a l  ev id ence  and p roposes  a s e t  o f  r u l e s  t o  be used to  de te rmine  
th e  amount and form o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by s u b o r d i n a t e s  t h a t  shou ld  be 
used in  d i f f e r e n t  s i t u a t i o n s .  A c c o rd ing ly ,  t h e  l e a d e r ' s  b e h a v io r  
shou ld  be matched wi th  t h e  demands o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n .
Decis ion-Making P roces ses
Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) deve loped  a taxonomy o f  d e c i s i o n  
p r o c e s s e s  t h a t  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  t o  a manager.  S ince  t h e  taxonomy was 
deve loped f o r  normative  p u r p o se s ,  i t  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  among methods t h a t  
a r e  l i k e l y  t o  r e s u l t  in  d i f f e r e n t  outcomes f o r  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n .
Vroom and Yet ton  f u r t h e r  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  between group and i n d i v i d u a l  
prob lems.  I f  t h e  s o l u t i o n  to  t h e  problem has p o t e n t i a l  e f f e c t s  on a l l  
immediate  s u b o r d i n a t e s  i t  i s  termed a group problem. I f  t h e  s o l u t i o n  
to  t h e  problem a f f e c t s  on ly  one s u b o r d i n a t e  i t  i s  termed an i n d iv i d u a l  
problem. The c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  problem as  "group" o r  " i n d i v i d u a l "  
de te rm ines  t h e  d ec is ion -m ak ing  p r o c e s s e s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  manager .
Table  1 shows th e  taxonomy o f  d e c i s ion -m ak ing  p r o c e s s e s  p r e s e n t e d  by 
Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) .
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TABLE 1 
Decis ion-Making  P ro c es s e s
F o r Individual P roblem s
AI You solve the problem  or m ake the deci­
sion yourself, using inform ation available 
to you at that time.
A ll  You obtain  any necessary inform ation 
from the subordinate, then decide on the 
solution to the problem  yourself. You 
may or may not tell the subordinate 
what the problem  is, in getting the infor­
m ation Trom him . The role played by 
your subordinate in making the decision 
is clearly one o f  providing specific infor­
m ation which, you request, ra ther than 
generating or evaluating alternative solu­
tions.
C l You share the problem  w ith  the relevant 
subordinate, getting his ideas and sugges­
tions. Then you  m ake the decision. This 
decision may or m ay no t reflect your 
subordinate’s influence.
C l  You share the problem  w ith one o f  your 
subordinates and together you analyze 
the problem  and arrive at a m utually sat­
isfactory solution in an atm osphere o f 
free and open exchange o f  inform ation 
and ideas. You bo th  con tribu te  to the 
resolution o f  the problem  w ith the rela­
tive contribution  o f  each being depend­
ent on knowledge rather than  formal au­
thority .
DI You delegate the problem  to  one o f  
your subordinates, providing him with 
any relevant inform ation th a t you pos­
sess, bu t giving him  responsibility for 
solving the problem  by himself. Any so 
lution which the person reaches will re­
ceive your support.
F o r Group Problems
AI You solve the problem or make the deci­
sion yourself, using inform ation available 
to  you at that time.
A ll  You obtain any necessary inform ation 
from subordinates, then decide on the 
solution to  the problem  yourself. You 
may or may not tell subordinates what 
the problem  is, in getting the inform a­
tion from  them . The role played by your 
subordinates in making the decision is 
clearly one o f  providing specific inform a­
tion which you request, rather than gen­
erating or evaluating solutions.
C l You share the problem  with the relevant 
subordinates individually, getting their 
ideas and suggestions w ithout bringing 
them together as a group. Then you 
make the decision. This decision may or 
may no t reflect your subordinates’ influ­
ence.
C l I You share the problem  with your subor­
dinates in a group meeting. In this m eet­
ing you obtain their ideas and sugges­
tions. Then, you  make the decision 
which may or may not reflect your sub­
ordinates’ influence.
G U  You share the problem  with your subor­
dinates as a group. Together you gener­
ate and evaluate alternatives and attem pt 
to  reach agreem ent (concensus) on a so­
lu tion . Your role is much like that o f  
chairm an, coordinating the discussion, 
keeping it focused on the problem , and 
making sure that the  critical issues are 
discussed. You do  not try to  influence 
the  group to  adopt “y our”  solution and 
are willing to  accept and im plem ent any 
solution which has the support o f  the 
entire  group.
Source:  L ea d e r s h ip  and D ec is ion  Making by V i c t o r  H. Vroom
and P h i l i p  W. Y e t to n ,  p. 13,  The U n i v e r s i t y  of  
P i t t s b u r g h  P r e s s ,  1973.
Each p roce s s  i s  r e p r e s e n t e d  by a symbol ( e . g . ,  AI , GII) which 
Vroom and Yet ton  use t o  r e f e r  t o  a p r o c e s s .  The l e t t e r  in  the  symbol 
r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  b a s i c  p r o p e r t y  o f  t h e  p r o c e s s .  "A" s t a n d s  f o r  
a u t o c r a t i c ,  "C" f o r  c o n s u l t a t i v e ,  "G" f o r  group,  and "D" f o r  d e l e g a t e d .  
The numeral f o l l o w in g  t h e  l e t t e r  r e p r e s e n t s  a v a r i a t i o n  o f  t h e  b a s i c  
p r o c e s s .  Thus, AI and All  a r e  v a r i a n t s  o f  t h e  a u t o c r a t i c  p r o c e s s .  The 
p rocesses-  a r e  a r r a n g e d  in  o r d e r  o f  i n c r e a s i n g  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  the  
s u b o r d i n a t e  t o  i n f l u e n c e  the  s o l u t i o n  to  t h e  problem. The a u t o c r a t i c  
methods a r e  t h e  l e a s t  p a r t i c i p a t i v e  and th e  group o r  d e l e g a t e d  methods 
a r e  t h e  most p a r t i c i p a t i v e .
Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) contended t h a t  no one p ro ce s s  o f  
d e c i s i o n  making i s  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  o r  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  a l l  s i t u a t i o n s .  
T h e r e f o r e ,  one purpose o f  t h e  normative  model i s  t o  p rov ide  the  
framework f o r  t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  c i r c u m s tan c e s  su r round ing  the  
d ec is ion -m ak ing  s i t u a t i o n .  The normat ive  model i s  p r e s c r i p t i v e  in the  
sense  t h a t  i t  a t t e m p t s  t o  p r e s c r i b e  t h e  most a p p r o p r i a t e  l e a d e r s h i p  
s t y l e  f o r  a given  s i t u a t i o n .
The Conceptual  Bas i s  o f  t h e  Model
C las ses  o f  Outcomes. Vroom and Yet ton (1973) d i s t i n g u i s h e d  
t h r e e  c l a s s e s  o f  outcomes which fo l lo w  from M a ie r ' s  work (1963) in 
problem s o l v i n g .  The e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  a d e c i s i o n  i s  a f u n c t i o n  o f  
t h e s e  t h r e e  c l a s s e s  o f  outcomes.  Each o f  t h e  outcomes,  in  t u r n ,  i s  
a f f e c t e d  by th e  d e c i s i o n  p roces s  used .  The t h r e e  c l a s s e s  o f  outcomes 
a r e :
1. The q u a l i t y  o f  r a t i o n a l i t y  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n .
2. The a c c e p ta n c e  o r  commitment on th e  p a r t  o f  s u b o r d i n a t e s  
t o  e x e c u te  t h e  d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e l y .
3. The amount o f  t ime r e q u i r e d  to  make th e  d e c i s i o n .
Vroom (1970) conc luded t h a t  g e n e r a l l y ,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by s u b o r d i n a t e s  
i n  t h e  d e c i s io n -m ak in g  p roce s s  r e q u i r e s  a g r e a t e r  inves tm en t  o f  man- 
hours  bu t  i t  u s u a l l y  r e s u l t s  in  h i g h e r  a c c e p ta n c e  o f  d e c i s i o n s  and more 
commitment t o  t h e  e f f i c i e n t  e x e c u t io n  of  t h e  d e c i s i o n s .  The 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  and th e  e l a p s e d  t ime 
i s  i n c o n c l u s i v e .  The e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  method o f  d e c i s i o n  making 
employed depends upon t h e  impor tance  given t o  q u a l i t y ,  a c c e p t a n c e ,
and t ime v a r i a b l e s ,  which w i l l  vary  wi th  the  s i t u a t i o n .
Problem A t t r i b u t e s . Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) used the  
p r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  or  problem t o  i d e n t i f y  the  b a s i c  e lements  
i n  t h e i r  model . Problem a t t r i b u t e s  may be o f  two t y p e s :  (1) t h o s e
which s p e c i f y  t h e  impor tance  o f  q u a l i t y  and a c ce p tan c e  f o r  a p a r t i c u l a r  
problem, and (2)  t h o s e  which have a high p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  m odera t ing  the  
e f f e c t s  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  on q u a l i t y  and a c c e p t a n c e .  The problem 
a t t r i b u t e s  used in  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model may be found in  Table  2.
These a t t r i b u t e s  may be used by a l e a d e r  t o  a s s e s s  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  or  
problem b e f o r e  choos ing  a dec i s io n -m ak in g  method.  Vroom and Yet ton  
have e x p re s s e d  t h e  a t t r i b u t e s  in  t h e  form o f  y e s -n o  q u e s t i o n s  f o r  t h i s  
purpose  ( se e  Table  2 ) .  Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) and o t h e r s  ( e . g . ,  J a g o ,  
1978; Jago and Vroom, 1978, 1980) have found t h a t  managers can d iagnose  
a problem s i t u a t i o n  q u i c k l y  and a c c u r a t e l y  u s ing  t h i s  s e t  o f  seven 
q u e s t i o n s .
The F e a s i b l e  S e t . Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) u t i l i z e  t h e  s t a t u s
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TABLE 2
Problem A t t r i b u t e s  Used in  t h e  Model
Problem Attribute* Diagnostic Questions
A. The Importance of the quaity  of the 
decision.
B. The extent to which the leader pos­
se s s e s  sufficient information/expertise 
to  m ake a  high-quality decision  by 
himself.
C. The extent to which the  problem  is 
structured.
D. T he extent to  which accep tan ce  or 
commitment on the part of subordi­
n a te s  is critical to the effective im­
plementation of the decision.
E. The prior probability that the leader’s 
au to c ratic  decision  will receive  a c ­
ceptance by subordinates.
F. The extent to which subordinates are 
motivated to attain the organizational 
goals a s  represented in the objectives 
explicit in the statem ent of the prob­
lem.
G. The extent to which subordinates are 
likely to be in conflict over preferred 
solutions.
Is there a  quaity  requirement such that 
one solution is fkely to be more rational 
than another?
Do I have sufficient information to  make a  
high-quality decision?
Is the problem structured?
Is acceptance of decision by subordinates 
critical to effective Implementation?
If you were to make the decision by your­
self, is it reasonably certain that It would 
be accepted  by your subordinates?
Do subordinates share  the organizational 
goals to be obtained In solving this prob­
lem?
Is conflict am ong subordinates likely in 
preferred solutions?
Source:  V. H. Vroom, "A New Look a t  Managerial  Dec is ion
Making,"  O r g a n iz a t i o n a l  Dynamics, 1  ( 1 9 7 3 ) : p - 69.
o f  a problem on t h e  seven problem a t t r i b u t e s  t o  d e f i n e  a f e a s i b l e  s e t  
o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s  from t h e  taxonomy o f  d e c i s ion -m ak ing  p r o c e s s e s .  The 
f e a s i b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  a r e  s p e c i f i e d  by a pp ly ing  a s e t  o f  r u l e s  which 
e l i m i n a t e  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  methods f o r  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  s i t u a t i o n .  The 
r u l e s  u n d e r ly in g  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model may be found in  Table  3.
Three o f  t h e  r u l e s  a r e  de s igne d  t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  
and f o u r  o f  t h e  r u l e s  a r e  des ig ned  to  p r o t e c t  t h e  a c ce p tan c e  o f  the  
d e c i s i o n .
Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) r e p r e s e n t  t h e  r u l e s  in  the  form o f  a 
d e c i s i o n  t r e e  ( s e e  F igu re  1 ) .  The development  o f  t h e  model and 
subsequen t  r e s e a r c h  have focused  p r i m a r i l y  on group prob lems.  T h e r e f o r e  
t h e  r u l e s  u n d e r ly in g  t h e  model as  r e p r e s e n t e d  in  t h e  d e c i s i o n  t r e e  
i n c l u d e  on ly  t h e  d e c is ion -m ak ing  p r o c e s s e s  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  
group problems.  The problem a t t r i b u t e s  may be found along  th e  top  
o f  F igure  1. To use t h e  model ,  one would s t a r t  a t  t h e  l e f t - h a n d  s i d e  
and e v a l u a t e  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  ac co rd ing  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  r e g a r d in g  th e  
problem a t t r i b u t e ,  then  f o l l o w  the  a p p r o p r i a t e  branch  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  
t r e e .  The d e c i s i o n  t r e e  g e n e r a t e s  18 t e r m in a l  nodes o r  problem t y p e s .  
For each problem type  one o r  more o f  t h e  d ec is ion -m ak ing  p r o c e s s e s  i s  
p r e s c r i b e d  by a p p ly in g  t h e  s e t  o f  r u l e s .  The p r o c e s s e s  which a r e  
a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  a problem type  have been termed th e  " f e a s i b l e  s e t "  o f  
dec i s io n -m ak in g  p r o c e s s e s .  The f e a s i b l e  s e t  f o r  each o f  t h e  problem 
ty p e s  in  t h e  model i s  i n d i c a t e d  in  F igu re  1.
When more than  one d e c is ion -m ak ing  p ro ce s s  remains in  t h e  
f e a s i b l e  s e t ,  t h e  manager may use any o f  them and s t i l l  p r o t e c t  
d e c i s i o n  q u a l i t y  and a c c e p t a n c e .  Although t h e r e  a r e  s e v e r a l  methods
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TABLE 3 
Rules Under ly ing  t h e  Model
Rules to Protect the Quality of the Decision
1. The Leader Information Rule
If the quality of the decision is im portant and the leader does not possess enough information or expertise 
to solve the problem by himself, then AI is eliminated from the feasible set.
2. The Goal Congruence Rule
If the quality of the decision is im portant and subordinates are not likely to pursue the organization 
goals in their efforts to  solve this problem, then GII is eliminated from the feasible set.
3. The Unstructured Problem Rule
In decisions in which the quality of the decision is important, if the leader lacks the necessary informa­
tion or expertise to solve the problem by himself, and if the problem is unstructured, the method of 
solving the problem should provide for interaction among subordinates likely to possess relevant in­
formation. Accordingly, AI, A ll, and Cl are eliminated from the feasible set.
Rules to Protect the Acceptance of the Decision
4. The Acceptance Rule
If the acceptance of the decision by subordinates is critical to effective implementation and if it is not 
certain th a t an autocratic decision will be accepted, AI and A ll are eliminated from the feasible set.
5. The Conflict Rule
If the acceptance of the decision is critical, an autocratic decision is not certain to be accepted and 
disagreement among subordinates in methods of attaining the organizational goal is likely, the methods 
used in solving the problem should enable those in disagreement to  resolve their differences with full 
knowledge of the problem. Accordingly, under these conditions, AI, A ll, and C l, which permit no 
interaction among subordinates and therefore provide no opportunity for those in conflict to resolve 
their differences, are eliminated from the feasible set. Their use runs the risk of leaving some of the 
subordinates with less than the needed commitment to  the final decision.
6. The Fairness Rule
If the quality of the decision is unim portant but acceptance of the decision is critical and not certain to  
result from an autocratic decision, it is im portant tha t the decision process used generate the needed 
acceptance. The decision process used should permit the subordinates to interact with one another and 
negotiate over the fair method of resolving any differences with full responsibility on them for determin­
ing what is fair and equitable. Accordingly, under these circumstances, AI, A ll, C l and C II are elimin­
ated from the feasible set.
7. The Acceptance Priority Rule
If acceptance is critical, not certain to  result from an autocratic decision, and if subordinates are m oti­
vated to pursue the organizational goals represented in the problem, then methods tha t provide equal 
partnership in the decision-making process can provide greater acceptance without risking decision 
quality. Accordingly, AI, A ll, C l and C II are eliminated from the feasible set.
Note. See Table 1 for a description of AI, A ll, Cl, CII, and GII.
Source:  V. H. Vroom and A. C. J ago ,  "On t h e  V a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-
Yet ton  Model ,"  Jou rn a l  o f  Appl ied  Psycho logy , 63 (1978):  
p . T53.
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A. Is th e re  a  quality  re q u ire m e n t s u c h  th a t o n e  so lu tion  is likely to  b e  m o re  ra tional th a n  
a n o th e r '’
B. D o I h a v e  su ttic ie n t in to rm atio n  to  m a k e  a  h igh-quality  d ec is io n ?
C. Is th e  p ro b lem  s tru c tu re d ?
D. Is a c c e p ta n c e  of d ec is io n  by s u b o rd in a te s  c ritic a l to  e ffec tiv e  im p lem en ta tio n ?
E. It I w e re  to  m a k e  th e  d e c is io n  by m ysell. is it re a so n ab ly  c e r ta in  th a t it w ould  b e  a c c e p te d  by 
m y s u b o rd in a te s ’
F . D o s u b o rd in a te s  s h a r e  th e  o rg an iza tio n a l g o a ls  to  b e  a t ta in e d  in so lv ing  th is  p ro b lem ’
G  Is con flic t am o n g  s u b o rd in a te s  likely in p re fe r re d  so lu tio n s’
A B C D E F G
S ta te  the  
p rob lem .
T he fe a s ib le  s e t  is show n  for e a c h  p ro b le m  type
1 AI. All. Cl. CII, GII 5  GII
2 GII 4> CII • o  CII
3 AI. All. C l. CII. GII 7  Cl. CII *• CII. GII
4  AI. All. Cl. CII 8  All. C l. CII ■2  GII
1  All. C l. CII, GII *3 CII
Figu re  1. D e c i s i o n - P r o c e s s  Flow Char t  f o r  Group Problems.
Source:  L e a d e r s h ip  and D ec i s ion  Making by V i c t o r  H. Vroom and
P h i l i p  W. Yet ton,  p. 194,  The U n i v e r s i t y  o f  P i t t s b u r g h  
P r e s s ,  1973.
n
f o r  choosing among a l t e r n a t i v e s  in  the  f e a s i b l e  s e t ,  Vroom and Yet ton
(1973) emphasize two. When a manager d e s i r e s  t o  r each  a s o l u t i o n  by 
expending th e  l e a s t  pe rsonne l  h o u r s ,  he s hou ld  use what  has been termed 
the  "minimize man-hours"  model . This  model would d i c t a t e  u s ing  the  
method f a r t h e s t  t o  the  l e f t  in  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t ,  i . e . ,  t h e  most 
a u t o c r a t i c  method.  Th is  model o f  s e l e c t i n g  among a l t e r n a t i v e s  has 
been d e s c r i b e d  as  a s h o r t - t e r m  model . I t s  emphasis  i s  on f i n d i n g  an 
adequate  s o l u t i o n  in  t h e  l e a s t  amount o f  t ime  w i t h o u t  r eg a rd  t o  any 
lo ng - te rm  consequences .  Vroom and Yet ton  c a l l e d  t h i s  model Model A.
The o t h e r  method d e s c r i b e d  by Vroom and Ye t ton i s  c a l l e d  Model B and 
may be t h o u g h t  o f  as a lo n g - t e rm  model . Model B emphasizes  the  
development  o f  s u b o r d i n a t e s  th rough  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and p l a c e s  no we igh t  
on the  number o f  man-hours  used .  Thus,  Model B would s u g g e s t  u s ing  the  
method f a r t h e s t  t o  t h e  r i g h t  in t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t ,  i . e .  t h e  most 
p a r t i c i p a t i v e  method.  Model B ' s  lo n g - t e rm  o r i e n t a t i o n  r e q u i r e s  more 
man-hours bu t  r e s u l t s  in  more s u b o r d i n a t e  development  which should  
u l t i m a t e l y  r e s u l t  in  a more e f f e c t i v e  p r o b le m -s o lv in g  team and i n c r e a s e  
s u b o r d i n a t e  knowledge and i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w i th  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  g o a l s .
The Empir ica l  Bas i s  o f  t h e  Model
S t a n d a r d i z e d  Problem S e t s . Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) s t a t e d  t h a t  
th e  p o t e n t i a l  u s e f u l n e s s  o f  t h e i r  model as  a b a s i s  f o r  l e a d e r ' s  
judgements  i s  d i r e c t l y  p r o p o r t i o n a l  t o  t h e  v e r i d i c a l i t y  o f  t h o s e  
judgem ents .  In o r d e r  t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  model ,  Vroom and Yet ton  f e l t  t h a t  
i t  was n e c e s s a ry  t o  have s t a n d a r d i z e d  s i t u a t i o n s ,  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  the  
kinds  o f  problems c o n f r o n t e d  by l e a d e r s ,  which cou ld  be p r e s e n t e d  t o  a 
number o f  l e a d e r s .  The s i t u a t i o n s  shou ld  be s t a t e d  in  such a manner
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t h a t  cues  t y p i c a l  o f  t h o s e  normal ly  a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  l e a d e r  would be 
p rov ided  conc ern ing  each  problem a t t r i b u t e .  Vroom and Yet ton  developed 
s e v e r a l  s e t s  o f  t h e s e  s t a n d a r d i z e d  s i t u a t i o n s  and termed them "problem 
s e t s " .  The problem s e t s  were deve loped  from a c tu a l  problems 
e n c o u n te re d  by a group o f  ove r  a thousand managers who p a r t i c i p a t e d  
in  management deve lopment  programs.  The c a se s  were s e l e c t e d  in 
acco rdance  w i th  an exp e r im e n ta l  des ign  so t h a t  they  v a r i e d  in  terms 
o f  t h e  seven problem a t t r i b u t e s  and so t h a t  each a t t r i b u t e  was 
independen t  o f  e ve ry  o t h e r  a t t r i b u t e .  Each problem s e t  u s u a l l y  
c o n t a i n e d  t h i r t y  s t a n d a r d i z e d  c a s e s  d e s c r i b i n g  a u t h e n t i c  but  
h y p o t h e t i c a l  d e c i s io n -m a k in g  s i t u a t i o n s .  Six problems t y p i c a l  o f  t h o s e  
found in  a problem s e t  may be found in  Appendix A.
The problem s e t s  have been used in  subsequen t  r e s e a r c h  to  
d e te rm in e  t h e  f a c t o r s  t h a t  i n f l u e n c e  managers '  d e c i s i o n s  concern ing  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  d e c i s i o n  making.  Each c ase  in  t h e  problem s e t  d e p i c t s  
a manager f a c e d  w i th  a problem t o  so lv e  or  a d e c i s i o n  t o  make. The 
s i t u a t i o n s  p r e s e n t e d  c o v e r  a wide range  o f  manageri a l  problems.  In 
each c a s e ,  t h e  s u b j e c t  in  t h e  r e s e a r c h  assumes t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  manager 
d e s c r i b e d  and i n d i c a t e s  which de c i s io n -m ak in g  p ro ce s s  he would use i f  
f ac e d  w i th  t h a t  d e c i s i o n .  Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) and Vroom and Jago
(1974) have deve loped  d e s c r i p t i v e  models o f  l e a d e r  b e h a v io r  th rough  
t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  r e s p o n s e s  t o  problem s e t s .
Vroom and Ye t ton  (1973) conducted  e m p i r i c a l  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  o f  
t h e  d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s e s  a c t u a l l y  used by managers in  s o lv i n g  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  problems in o r d e r  t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e i r  model o f  d e c i s i o n  
making. Vroom and Yet ton  used two methods in  t h e i r  r e s e a r c h ,  one
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i n v o lv in g  r e c a l l e d  problems and one us ing  th e  s t a n d a r d i z e d  c ases  in  the  
problem s e t s .  Based on t h e i r  r e s e a r c h ,  Vroom and Yet ton  were a b le  t o  
e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  managers do use more than  one d ec is ion -m ak ing  p rocess  
in t h e i r  r o l e s  as  l e a d e r s .  The m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t s  in the  
r e s e a r c h  employed a l l  f i v e  l e a d e r s h i p  methods in  t h e  no rmat ive  model.
Vroom and Ye t ton  (1973) drew s e v e r a l  c o n c lu s i o n s  from t h e i r  
r e s e a r c h  us ing  t h e  problem s e t s .  They found t h a t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n a l  
f a c t o r s ,  i . e . ,  t h e  problem a t t r i b u t e s ,  had roughly  f o u r  t im es  the  
i n f l u e n c e  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  t h e  mean l e v e l  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
in  t h e  ch o ic e  o f  t h e  de c i s io n -m ak in g  p r o c e s s .  This  would i n d i c a t e  
t h a t  p a r t i c i p a t i v e n e s s  i s  no t  a g ene ra l  t r a i t  t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l  managers 
p o s s e s s  t o  d i f f e r i n g  d e g r e e s ,  a l though  i n d i v i d u a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  d id  
accoun t  f o r  abou t  10 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  v a r i a n c e  in  d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s e s  
s e l e c t e d .  On t h e  s t a n d a r d i z e d  problem s e t s  no manager i n d i c a t e d  the  
same p ro c e s s  f o r  a l l  s i t u a t i o n s  and most  used a l l  f i v e  p r o c e s s e s  a t  
some t im e .  Based on t h e s e  r e s u l t s ,  Vroom and Yet ton  concluded t h a t  
" I t  makes more sense  t o  t a l k  about  p a r t i c i p a t i v e  and a u t o c r a t i c  
s i t u a t i o n s  than  i t  does t o  t a l k  abou t  p a r t i c i p a t i v e  and a u t o c r a t i c  
m anagers ."  (Vroom, 1976b, p. 1545) .
Comparing Normative w i th  Actual  B e h a v io r . Vroom and Yet ton 
(1973) were a l s o  i n t e r e s t e d  in  comparing th e  b e h a v io r  s u g ge s te d  by the  
no rm a t iv e  model and t h e  a c t u a l  b e h a v io r  o f  managers .  Vroom and Yet ton 
used t h e  de c i s io n -m ak in g  p r o c e s s e s  used by managers on both r e c a l l e d  
and s t a n d a r d i z e d  problems t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between 
no rm a t iv e  and a c t u a l  b e h a v io r .  The g r e a t e s t  d i f f e r e n c e  in t h e  a c tu a l  
and normat ive  b e h a v io r  was between t h e  v a r i a n c e s  in  b e h a v io r .  On both
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t ypes  o f  problems t h e  no rmat ive  model c a l l e d  f o r  g r e a t e r  v a r i a n c e  in 
t h e  d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s e s  than  what t h e  managers r e p o r t e d .  The normat ive  
model would s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e  managers become bo th  more a u t o c r a t i c  in 
s i t u a t i o n s  in  which s u b o r d i n a t e s  a r e  not  d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t e d  and more 
p a r t i c i p a t i v e  in  s i t u a t i o n s  in which s u b o r d i n a t e s '  c o o p e r a t i o n  i s  
c r i t i c a l  a n d / o r  t h e i r  e x p e r t i s e  i s  r e q u i r e d  than what t h e  t y p i c a l  
manager r e p o r t e d .
Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e  t y p i c a l  manager  s a i d  
he would use t h e  d e c i s i o n  p rocess  t h a t  was c a l l e d  f o r  by t h e  normat ive  
Model A in  40 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s .  In abou t  t w o - t h i r d s  (68 
p e r c e n t )  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  the  managers '  b e h a v io r  f e l l  w i t h i n  t h e  
f e a s i b l e  s e t  proposed  by th e  model.  Thus, in  abou t  o n e - t h i r d  o f  the  
s i t u a t i o n s ,  t h e  manage rs '  behav io r  v i o l a t e d  a t  l e a s t  one o f  t h e  seven 
r u l e s  u n d e r ly in g  th e  model . Vroom and Yet ton  conc luded t h a t  an 
i n a c c u r a t e  p e r c e p t i o n  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n a l  a t t r i b u t e s  was l i k e l y  t o  be 
t h e  cause  o f  b e ha v io r  t h a t  was i n c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  t h e  model .  They 
s p e c u l a t e d  t h a t  when a s u b j e c t ' s  r e sponse  was o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  f e a s i b l e  
s e t  i t  was l i k e l y  t h a t  h i s  judgements  abou t  t h e  problem a t t r i b u t e s  
a l s o  would have d i f f e r e d  wi th  th o se  o f  e x p e r t s  and t h o s e  o f  most 
managers .  Vroom and Yet ton  found t h a t  t h e  f o u r  r u l e s  de s igne d  to  
p r o t e c t  t h e  a c c e p ta n c e  o f  the  d e c i s i o n  had a much h i g h e r  p r o b a b i l i t y  
o f  be ing  v i o l a t e d  than d id  t h e  t h r e e  r u l e s  des igned  t o  p r o t e c t  the  
q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n .  The F a i r n e s s  Rule was v i o l a t e d  in  abou t  t h r e e  
q u a r t e r s  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  in  which i t  was a p p l i c a b l e .  Thus,  i f  t h e  
q u a l i t y  and a c c e p ta n c e  r u l e s  were o f  equal v a l i d i t y ,  i t  appeared  t h a t  
a t y p i c a l  manager was more l i k e l y  t o  use a p ro ce s s  t h a t  r i s k e d
15
commitment o r  a c ce p tan c e  by a s u b o r d i n a t e  than  one t h a t  r i s k e d  the  
q u a l i t y  o f  r a t i o n a l i t y  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n .
Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) concluded from t h e i r  r e s e a r c h  t h a t  
i n d i v i d u a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  performance on the  problem s e t s  were too 
small  t o  use the  s t a n d a r d i z e d  problems as  a p r e d i c t i v e  i n s t r u m e n t .
They did conc lude  t h a t  t h e  s t a n d a r d i z e d  problems could be used as  a 
t o o l  in  l e a d e r  development .  The unde r ly ing  concep t  o f  Vroom and 
Y e t t o n ' s  l e a d e r s h i p  development  program i s  t o  e d u c a t e  managers to  
c r i t i c a l l y  examine t h e  l e a d e r s h i p  methods they  use in  s p e c i f i c ,  w e l l -  
d e f i n e d  s i t u a t i o n s  in  o r d e r  t o  b e t t e r  f i t  t h e i r  s t y l e  o f  l e a d e r s h i p  to  
t h e  demands o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  Vroom and Y e t t o n 1s model p ro v id e s  a 
mechanism f o r  an a ly z in g  both t h e  c i r c um s tanc e s  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  and 
th e  d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s e s  f e a s i b l e  under  th o se  c i r c u m s ta n c e s .  The goal 
o f  t h e  development  i s  no t  t o  t r a i n  t h e  managers in  the  use o f  t h e  
model ,  bu t  t o  t ea c h  them to  examine t h e i r  own l e a d e r s h i p  s t y l e  and 
whe the r  t h e i r  methods a r e  the  most e f f e c t i v e  ones t o  be us ing in terms 
o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  outcomes.
Subsequent  Research on th e  Vroom-Yetton Model 
S u b j e c t i v i t y  o f  the  Model
S h o r t l y  a f t e r  t h e  appearance  o f  Vroom and Y e t t o n ' s  book (1973) 
and s e v e r a l  o f  Vroom's e a r l i e r  a r t i c l e s  on th e  no rmat ive  model (Jago 
and Vroom, 1975; Vroom, 1973, 1976; Vroom and J a g o ,  1974) s e v e r a l  
c r i t i q u e s  o f  t h e  model appeared  in  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e .  Hoffman (1974) 
o f f e r e d  s e v e r a l  c r i t i c i s m s  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model d e a l i n g  wi th  t h e  
s u b j e c t i v i t y  invo lv ed  in  t h e  a c t u a l  use o f  t h e  model by managers and 
in  t h e  d a ta  Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) used t o  s u p p o r t  t h e  model .
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Hoffman s t a t e d  t h a t  Vroom and Yet ton f a i l e d  t o  r e c o g n iz e  t h a t  the  
managers most l i k e l y  t o  b e n e f i t  from th e  model a r e  p robab ly  t h o s e  who 
employ t h e  most p e r c e p tu a l  d i s t o r t i o n  in  e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  s i t u a t i o n .
For example,  an a u t o c r a t i c  manager who b e l i e v e d  h i s  s u b o r d i n a t e s  to  
be a t  h i s  command would i n c o r r e c t l y  answer "yes"  t o  t h e  m ode l 's  
Ques t ion E ( " I f  you were t o  make t h e  d e c i s i o n  by y o u r s e l f ,  i s  i t  
r ea s o n a b ly  c e r t a i n  t h a t  i t  would be accep ted  by your  s u b o r d i n a t e s ? " ) .
The model would then  i n s t r u c t  t h e  manager t o  make an a u t o c r a t i c  
d e c i s i o n  which would be l i k e l y  t o  l ea d  t o  n e g a t i v e  f e e l i n g s  in 
s u b o r d i n a t e s .  Hoffman concluded t h a t  model i s  no t  o p e r a t i o n a l  i f  i t  
i s  dependent  upon t h e  uni form i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  c r i t e r i a  by 
managers.
Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) a d d re s se d  t h e  i s s u e  o f  s u b j e c t i v e  
f a c t o r s  in problem cod ing  and acknowledged t h a t  managers indeed  might 
m i s i n t e r p r e t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  They sugges ted  t h a t  c o n d i t i o n s  cou ld  be 
c r e a t e d  t h a t  would p ro v id e  t h e  manager  w i th  feedback c oncern ing  
t h e  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  a d e c i s i o n  in  enough t ime t o  modify the  d e c i s i o n ­
making p r o c e s s .  However, they  no ted  t h a t  feedback conc ern ing  the  
q u a l i t y  o f  a d e c i s i o n  u s u a l l y  has a much lo n g e r  feedback c y c le  which 
m i l i t a t e s  a g a i n s t  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  a l t e r i n g  t h e  d ec is ion -m ak ing  
p r o c e s s .
Hoffman (1974) a l s o  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  d a ta  Vroom and Yet ton 
(1973) g a th e r e d  t o  s u p p o r t  t h e i r  model s u f f e r e d  from p e r c e p tu a l  b i a s e s .  
The problems r e c a l l e d  by managers were b i a s e d  toward s u c c e s s f u l  
d e c i s i o n s .  Hoffman s t a t e d  t h a t  Vroom and Yet ton  f a i l e d  t o  dem ons t ra te  
t h e  e x t e r n a l  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e i r  model because  t h e y  made no in dependen t
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a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  problem a t t r i b u r e s  as  they  e x i s t e d  in t h e  managers '  
o r g a n i z a t i o n s  o r  o f  t h e  a c t u a l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  managers '  
d e c i s i o n s .
Hoffman (1974) conc luded  h i s  c r i t i q u e  by s u g g e s t in g  t h a t  
Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) should  have i s s u e d  a c a v e a t  warning managers 
t h a t  s imply f o l lo w in g  t h e i r  model w i l l  no t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  s o lv e  t h e i r  
prob lems.  I n c o r r e c t  a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  problem may c r e a t e  d i f f i c u l t i e s ;  
l e a d e r s  and s u b o r d i n a t e s  need t o  be s k i l l e d  in  problem s o l v i n g .
Hoffman a l s o  c a u t io n e d  t h a t  t h e r e  may be lo n g - t e rm  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  
consequences o f  a n e g a t i v e  s o r t  i f  s u b o r d i n a t e s '  t r u s t w o r t h i n e s s  i s  
u n d e r e s t im a t e d .
Weissenberg (1975)  a l s o  o f f e r e d  comments on t h e  Vroom-Yetton 
model and in p a r t i c u l a r  a re sponse  t o  Jago and Vroom's paper  (1975) 
in  which managers '  r e p o r t s  o f  t h e i r  d e c i s io n -m ak in g  b e h a v io r  on problem 
s e t s  were compared wi th  t h o s e  o f  t h e  managers '  s u b o r d i n a t e s .  Jago and 
Vroom found t h a t  s u b o r d i n a t e s '  p e r c e p t i o n s  d id  n o t  c o r r e l a t e  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  wi th  s u p e r i o r s '  s e l f - d e s c r i p t i o n s .  S u b o r d in a t e s  d e s c r i b e d  
t h e i r  s u p e r i o r s  as  be ing  more a u t o c r a t i c  than  t h e  s u p e r i o r s  b e l i e v e d  
them se lv es  t o  be.  S u b o r d in a t e s  a l s o  p e rc e iv e d  t h e i r  s u p e r i o r s  t o  be 
more a u t o c r a t i c  than  t h e m s e lv e s .  Weissenberg sugges ted  t h a t  t h i s  
d i s c r e p a n c y  may be due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model does not  
measure a c t u a l  b e h a v io r  bu t  b e h a v io r a l  i n t e n t .  Although Vroom and 
Yet ton  (1973) have acknowledged t h i s ,  Weissenberg f u r t h e r  contended t h a t  
t h e i r  i n s t r u m e n t  may r e f l e c t  a t t i t u d e s  and no t  even b e h a v io r a l  i n t e n t .
The V a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Model
Jago and Vroom (1978) conduc ted  a s tudy  t o  a s s e s s  t h e  v a l i d i t y
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o f  t h e  problem s e t  as  a p r e d i c t i v e  measure o f  a c t u a l  l e a d e r  be h a v io r .  
They based  t h e  s tudy  on th e  n o t io n  t h a t  i f  t h e  problem s e t  i s  a v a l i d  
measure o f  a c t u a l  manageri a l  b e h a v io r  then  a response  t o  a given case  
in  a problem s e t  shou ld  be p r e d i c t i v e  o f  a c t u a l  b e h a v io r  in  s i t u a t i o n s  
t h a t  a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  ca se  as  r e p r e s e n t e d  by t h e  coding on th e  seven 
problem a t t r i b u t e s .  Jago  and Vroom had seven ty - tw o  managers  respond 
t o  t h e  t h i r t y  problems in  a problem s e t .  Each manager was then asked 
t o  r e c a l l  two r e c e n t  d e c i s ion -m ak ing  s i t u a t i o n s  in  h i s  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  
one w i th  a s u c c e s s f u l  outcome and one w i th  an u n s u c ce s s fu l  outcome.
Each r e c a l l e d  c a se  was then  coded on th e  problem a t t r i b u t e s  and matched 
w i th  a c a se  from th e  problem s e t  having s i m i l a r  s i t u a t i o n a l  a t t r i b u t e s .
A c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  was computed f o r  t h e  d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s e s  used 
in  each p a i r  o f  matched c a s e s .  Jago and Vroom found a c o r r e l a t i o n  
c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  r= .29  ( p < . 0 1 ) ,  which was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from 
t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between a r e c a l l e d  c ase  and a randomly s e l e c t e d  case  
from t h e  problem s e t .  An even s t r o n g e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  ( r = . 3 7 ,  p < . 0 1 )  
was found u s ing  on ly  t h e  matched p a i r s  in  which th e  r e c a l l e d  s o l u t i o n  
was s u c c e s s f u l .  F u r t h e r  a n a l y s i s  r e v e a l e d  t h a t  t h e  measure o f  
b e h a v io r a l  i n t e n t  on a matched problem s e t  ca se  was more s i m i l a r  t o  
a c t u a l  b e h a v io r  as  r e p o r t e d  on th e  r e c a l l e d  c ase  than  cou ld  be expec ted  
by chance .  As a r e s u l t ,  Jago and Vroom conc luded  t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in 
problem s e t  r e s p o n s e s  were p r e d i c t i v e  o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  t h e  r e p o r t e d  
d egree  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  used in  a c tu a l  manageri a l  d ec i s ion -m ak ing  
s i t u a t i o n s .
Vroom and Jago (1978) and Jago and Vroom (1978) e x p re s s e d  th e  
concern t h a t  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton normat ive  model r e s t e d
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p r i m a r i l y  on t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  i t s  u n d e r ly in g  assumpt ions  as  e x p re s se d  
in  t h e  r u l e s  u n d e r ly in g  t h e  model . They sugges ted  t h a t  t h e  v a l i d i t y  
o f  t h e  model cou ld  be s t r e n g t h e n e d  by dem o n s t ra t in g  t h a t  d e c i s i o n s  made 
in  acco rdance  wi th  t h e  model a r e  more e f f e c t i v e  than  th o s e  t h a t  a r e  
n o t  made in  accordance  w i th  t h e  model ,  i . e . ,  t h o s e  which v i o l a t e  one 
o r  more o f  t h e  u n d e r l y i n g  r u l e s .  Vroom and Jago (1978) had managers 
s e l e c t  two dec is io n -m ak in g  e x p e r i e n c e s  from t h e i r  a c tu a l  e x p e r i e n c e ,  
one t h a t  was s u c c e s s f u l  and one t h a t  was u n s u c c e s s fu l  from an 
o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p o i n t  o f  view.  For each c a se  the  manager s p e c i f i e d  
t h e  a c tu a l  dec i s io n -m ak in g  p ro ce s s  u s e d ,  t h e  o v e r a l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
o f  t h e  outcome, t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n ,  and th e  degree  o f  
a c c e p ta n c e  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  by s u b o r d i n a t e s .  The l a t t e r  t h r e e  r a t i n g s  
were made on a s e v e n - p o i n t  s c a l e .  The s u b j e c t s  were then  t r a i n e d  in 
t h e  use o f  t h e  no rmat iv e  model . F i n a l l y ,  t h e  s u b j e c t s  r e r e a d  the  
c a s e s  they  had r e p o r t e d  e a r l i e r  and a p p l i e d  the  model t o  de te rm ine  
t h e  problem type  and t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  f o r  each o f  t h e i r  c a s e s .  Vroom 
and Jago found t h a t  65 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  managers '  d ec i s ion -m ak ing  
p r o c e s s e s  f e l l  w i t h in  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  s u g ge s te d  by th e  model . Of t h e  
d e c i s i o n s  in  which the  manage rs '  b e h a v io r  agreed  wi th  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  
68 p e r c e n t  were s u c c e s s f u l .  Of t h e  d e c i s i o n s  in which t h e  managers '  
b e h a v io r  d i s a g r e e d  w i th  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  on ly  22 p e r c e n t  were 
s u c c e s s f u l .  In an a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  i n s t a n c e s  o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  f e a s i b l e  
s e t ,  Vroom and Jago found t h a t  managers '  r a t i n g s  o f  t h e  s uc ce s s  o f  the  
d e c i s i o n  d e c l i n e d  as t h e  number o f  r u l e  v i o l a t i o n s  i n c r e a s e d .
Acceptance r u l e s  were a lm os t  tw ic e  as  l i k e l y  t o  be v i o l a t e d  as were 
q u a l i t y  r u l e s .
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Vroom and Jago (1978) concluded t h a t  t h e y  had dem ons t ra ted  the  
c o n c u r r e n t  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  normative  model . Behavior  t h a t  was 
c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  t h e  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  t h e  model i n c r e a s e d  th e  p r o b a b i l i t y  
o f  s u c c e s s f u l  d e c i s i o n  outcomes,  a l t hough  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was not  
p e r f e c t .  Vroom and Jago sugges ted  t h a t  t h e  e r r o r  in  p r e s c r i p t i o n  may 
in  p a r t  be due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  a r e  open sys tem s .  As 
such ,  d e c i s i o n s  must be made under  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  u n c e r t a i n t y  and w i l l  
be a f f e c t e d  by v a r i a b l e s  whose e f f e c t  may no t  be a n t i c i p a t e d  a t  the  
t ime th e  d e c i s i o n  i s  made.
Recent  V a l i d i t y  S t u d ie s
Other  r e s e a r c h e r s  have a t t e m p te d  t o  t e s t  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  the  
Vroom-Yetton model.  G e n e r a l l y ,  t h e i r  r e s u l t s  have been s u p p o r t i v e  o f  
t h e  model . Margerison  and Glube (1979) asked f o r t y - s e v e n  owner- 
managers o f  small  c l e a n i n g  f i rm s  t o  respond t o  the  t h i r t y  c a se s  in  a 
problem s e t .  The managers  were then  c l a s s i f i e d  i n t o  two groups on 
t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h e i r  r e s p o n s e s ,  t h o se  high in  agreement  w i th  t h e  f e a s i b l e  
s e t  and t h o s e  low in agreement  wi th  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t .  Marger ison and 
Glube found t h a t  managers who were high in agreement  w i th  t h e  Vroom- 
Yet ton  model had s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h i g h e r  s u b o r d i n a t e  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i th  
s u p e r v i s i o n  and s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h i g h e r  s t o r e  p r o d u c t i v i t y  than  managers 
who were low in agreement  w i th  t h e  model . Margerison and Glube 
conc luded  t h a t  t h e i r  r e s u l t s  l end  s u p p o r t  t o  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom- 
Yet ton  model a s  wel l  as  t o  t h e  e x t e r n a l  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  problem s e t  as  
a measure o f  l e a d e r  b e h a v io r .
Pa te  and Heiman (1981) conducted  a s tudy  t h a t  q u e s t i o n e d  th e  
c o n s t r u c t  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model . Some 530 h o s p i t a l
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employees from seven i n s t i t u t i o n s  were asked to  respond t o  t h r e e  c a se s  
in  which a manager f ac e d  a dec i s ion -m ak ing  s i t u a t i o n .  Each employee 
was asked to  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  de c i s ion -m ak ing  p roces s  he would use in  each 
case  and h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  each s i t u a t i o n  on th e  seven problem 
a t t r i b u t e s .  Demographic d a ta  was a l s o  c o l l e c t e d  f o r  each s u b j e c t .  The 
s u b j e c t s '  r e sponses  were coded as f a l l i n g  e i t h e r  w i t h in  t h e  f e a s i b l e  
s e t  o r  o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t .  Pa te  and Heiman found t h a t  70.7 
p e r c e n t  o f  a l l  d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s e s  were w i th in  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t .
However, t h e y - a l s o  found t h a t  whe ther  o r  no t  a r esponse  would f a l l  
w i t h i n  the  f e a s i b l e  s e t  could no t  be p r e d i c t e d  by th e  demographic 
v a r i a b l e s  o f  age ,  r a c e ,  s e x ,  l e v e l  o f  e d u c a t i o n ,  manageria l  l e v e l ,  
t e n u r e ,  o r  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  The l a t t e r  f i n d i n g  l e d  Pa te  and Heiman to  
conclude  t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  p roce s s  and problem a t t r i b u t e s  may have been 
randomly de te rmined  by t h e i r  s u b j e c t s .  They i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  the  
p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  a randomly chosen d e c i s i o n  p roce s s  f a l l i n g  w i t h in  a 
randomly chosen f e a s i b l e  s e t  t o  be p=.71 .  Based on t h e i r  f i n d i n g  
and t h e  e a r l i e r  f i n d i n g  o f  Vroom and Yet ton  (1973) t h a t  in  68 p e r c e n t  
o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  managers '  d e c i s i o n s  f e l l  w i t h in  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t ,
Pa te  and Heiman concluded t h a t  t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  between th e  
two s e t s  o f  f i n d i n g s  and chance r e s p o n s e .  They f u r t h e r  conc luded  t h a t  
t h e s e  r e s u l t s  q u e s t i o n  t h e  c o n s t r u c t  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model .
Wedley and F i e l d  (1982) conduc ted  two s t u d i e s  in  o r d e r  t o  t e s t  
t h i s  random chance h y p o th es i s  and th e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  no rmat ive  model.
In t h e  f i r s t  s tudy  92 u n d e rg ra d u a te s  were asked t o  respond t o  two o f  
t h e  t h i r t y  c a se s  in  a problem s e t .  Each ca se  was responded t o  s ix  
t im es .  Each s u b j e c t  chose a d e c i s i o n  p ro c e s s  f o r  each c a se  and then
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answered th e  s i t u a t i o n a l  a t t r i b u t e s  f o r  t h e  ca se  by fo l lo w in g  the  
d e c i s i o n  t r e e  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model . Thus no t  a l l  a t t r i b u t e s  were 
answered f o r  each c ase  as i t  i s  no t  r e q u i r e d  f o r  a l l  t r e e  p a th s .
The second s tudy  conduc ted  by Wedley and F i e ld  (1982) asked 
t h i r t y - s e v e n  managers  t o  r e c a l l  one s u c c e s s f u l  and one unsu c ce s s fu l  
d e c i s i o n  they  had r e c e n t l y  made. Each manager r e p o r t e d  t h e  d e c i s i o n  
p roce s s  he had used and th e  s i t u a t i o n a l  a t t r i b u t e s  f o r  each case .
Based upon t h e s e  r e s p o n s e s ,  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  was de te rmined  f o r  each 
c a se .
In o r d e r  t o  t e s t  t h e  random chance h y p o t h e s i s ,  Wedley and 
F i e ld  (1982) computed t h e  random p r o b a b i l i t y  f o r  each pa th  o f  t h e  
Vroom-Yetton d e c i s i o n  t r e e ,  i . e . ,  t h e  e x p e c t e d  p r o b a b i l i t y  a t  each 
t e r m in a l  node,  and th e  random p r o b a b i l i t y  f o r  each s p e c i f i c  p r o c e s s ,
i . e . ,  t h e  sum o f  t h e  random pa th  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  f o r  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t s  
t h a t  c o n t a i n  t h a t  p r o c e s s .  The s imple  a ve rage  o f  t h e  s p e c i f i c  p rocess  
p r o b a b i l i t i e s  i s  68 .9  p e r c e n t  f o r  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model . Wedley and 
F i e ld  termed t h i s  t h e  random p roce s s  p r o b a b i l i t y ,  t h a t  i s ,  t h e  
p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  a randomly chosen d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s  w i l l  be in  a 
randomly d e r i v e d  f e a s i b l e  s e t .
Wedley and F i e ld  (1982) found r e s u l t s  s i m i l a r  t o  t h o s e  o f  Pate  
and Heiman (1981) ,  66.3 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  in  t h e  f i r s t  s tudy  
f e l l  w i t h in  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  and 70 .3  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  in  t h e  
second s tudy  f e l l  w i t h i n  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t .  However, r a t h e r  than  
i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h i s  as  an i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s e s  chosen 
a r e  in the  f e a s i b l e  s e t  by c ha nce ,  Wedley and F i e ld  t e s t e d  t h e  
h y p o th e s i s  t h a t  s u b j e c t s  randomly i n t e r p r e t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n a l  a t t r i b u t e s
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and t h e r e f o r e  randomly choose t h e  path o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  t r e e .  The 
obse rved  f re que nc y  o f  each  model pa th  was compared t o  t h e  random 
e xpec ted  f re q u e n c y  o f  each p a th ;  a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  was found 
between t h e  two. Thus,  t h e  s u b j e c t s  were not  respond ing  t o  t h e  
s i t u a t i o n a l  a t t r i b u t e s  o r  choos ing  a d e c i s i o n  p ro c e s s  a t  random.
Wedley and F i e ld  conc luded t h a t  t h e  random chance h y p o th e s i s  had been 
r e j e c t e d  and t h a t  t h e  o v e r a l l  c o n s t r u c t  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton 
model was i n t a c t .
F i e ld  (1982) conduc ted  a l a b o r a t o r y  s tudy  wi th  276 u n i v e r s i t y  
b u s in e s s  s t u d e n t s  to  t e s t  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model.
The s u b j e c t s  were d i v id e d  i n t o  groups o f  f o u r  w i th  t h e  randomly 
a s s i g n e d  r o l e s  o f  l e a d e r ,  two s u b o r d i n a t e s ,  and an o b s e r v e r .  Each 
group was asked to  s o lv e  each o f  f i v e  dec is ion -m ak ing  problems using 
one s p e c i f i e d  p ro c e s s  o f  t h e  f i v e  d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s e s  i n  t h e  Vroom- 
Yet ton  model . The l e a d e r  and each s u b o r d i n a t e  r e p o r t e d  a c c e p t a n c e ,  
q u a l i t y ,  o v e r a l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  and s a t i s f a c t i o n  measures  on a 
s i x - p o i n t  s c a l e  f o r  each d e c i s i o n .  An a d d i t i o n a l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  measure 
was de te rm ined  f o r  each d e c i s i o n  based on t h e  q u a l i t y  and accep tance  
r a t i n g s  as  compared t o  t h e  c o r r e s p o n d in g  a p r i o r i  q u a l i t y  and accep tance  
r eq u i r em e n ts  f o r  each problem. The o b s e r v e r  r e p o r t e d  which o f  the  
f i v e  d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s e s  was c l o s e s t  t o  what the  l e a d e r  a c t u a l l y  d id .
Only t h o s e  d e c i s i o n s  in  which t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  d e c i s i o n  p ro ce s s  was 
v e r i f i e d  were used in  t h e  a n a l y s i s .
F i e l d  (1982) no ted  t h a t  o v e r a l l  43 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  
made were e f f e c t i v e ;  49 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  made by p r o c e s s e s  
w i t h i n  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  were e f f e c t i v e ;  and 36 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n s
made by d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s e s  o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  were e f f e c t i v e .  
F i e ld  found t h a t  us ing  a d e c i s i o n  p ro c e s s  w i t h in  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  was 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  a l t h o u g h  t h e  type  and 
d i f f i c u l t y  o f  t h e  problem enc oun te re d  had t h e  l a r g e s t  e f f e c t  on 
d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  F i e ld  a l s o  de te rmined  t h a t  when a p a r t i c u l a r  
q u a l i t y  r u l e  was a p p l i c a b l e  and was v i o l a t e d  d e c i s i o n  q u a l i t y  was lower 
than  when the  r u l e  was n o t  broken.  Th is  same f i n d i n g  he ld  t r u e  f o r  the  
a c ce p tan c e  r u l e s .  Although c a u t i o u s  abou t  the  e x t e r n a l  
g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  o f  h i s  s t u d y ,  F i e ld  conc luded  t h a t  h i s  f i n d i n g s  
s u p po r te d  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model as d e c i s i o n s  made 
w i th  d e c is ion -m ak ing  p r o c e s s e s  f a l l i n g  w i t h in  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  were 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more e f f e c t i v e  than  th o s e  made w i th  p r o c e s s e s  o u t s i d e  
o f  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t .
The P r e s e n t  Research
O b j e c t i v e s
There have been a number o f  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton 
model q u e s t i o n i n g  i t s  v a l i d i t y  and i t  a ppear s  t h a t  t h e  model g e n e r a l l y  
has been s u p p o r t e d .  One o f  t h e  most s e r i o u s  t h r e a t s  t o  t h e  v a l i d i t y  
o f  t h e  model s tems from th e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  d a t a  used t o  e v a l u a t e  the  
model have been a lmos t  e n t i r e l y  s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by th e  s u b j e c t s  (Jago 
and Vroom, 1978; Vroom and Jago ,  1978; Vroom and Y e t to n ,  1973; and 
Wedley and F i e l d ,  1982) .  In s t u d i e s  t h a t  used an o b j e c t i v e  e v a l u a t i o n  
o f  t h e  model ,  the  problem s i t u a t i o n s  f a c e d  by t h e  managers  o r  s u b j e c t s  
were h y p o t h e t i c a l  c a se s  and have q u e s t i o n a b l e  e x t e r n a l  v a l i d i t y  ( F i e l d ,  
1982; Marger ison and Glube,  1979; Pa te  and Heiman, 1981; Vroom and 
Y e t to n ,  1973; and Wedley and F i e l d ,  1982) .  In o r d e r  t o  c o r r o b o r a t e
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t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model an e m p i r i c a l  s tudy  was needed 
which i n c o r p o r a t e d  two c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :  (1) t h e  use o f  a c t u a l ,  c u r r e n t
d e c i s i o n s  f aced  by l e a d e r s ,  and (2) t h e  use  o f  o b j e c t i v e ,  independent  
measures  o f  t h e  problem a t t r i b u t e s ,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  p roce s s  u t i l i z e d ,  the  
d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  and t h e  q u a l i t y  and acce p tanc e  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n .  
The o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  was t o  a t t e m p t  such a s tudy  by 
u t i l i z i n g  c u r r e n t  d e c i s ion -m ak ing  s i t u a t i o n s  encoun te red  by l e a d e r s  
and o b j e c t i v e  measures  o f  t h e  problem s i t u a t i o n s .
P rev ious  r e s e a r c h  (Jago and Vroom, 1975) found t h a t  s u b o r d i n a t e  
p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  l e a d e r s h p  s t y l e  d id  no t  a g re e  wi th  s u p e r i o r s '  s e l f ­
d e s c r i p t i o n s .  However, a r e c e n t  r e p o r t  (House, F i e l d ,  and Steinman,  
1982) i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  managers  and t h e i r  s u b o r d i n a t e s  agreed in t h e i r  
p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  problem s i t u a t i o n .  Thus,  an a d d i t i o n a l  purpose of  
t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  was t o  e v a l u a t e  s u p e r i o r - s u b o r d i n a t e  agreement  on 
th e  coding  o f  t h e  problem a t t r i b u t e s ,  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n ­
making p r o c e s s  used ,  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  of  t h e  dec is ion -m ak ing  method,  
and th e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n .
O the r  q u e s t i o n s  o f  i n t e r e s t  in  t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  i n c lu d e d :
1. How o f t e n  was t h e  d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s  used by a l e a d e r  i d e n t i c a l  to  
t h a t  p r e s c r i b e d  by t h e  Vroom-Yetton model?
2. In what k inds  o f  problems ( e . g . ,  t h o s e  w i th  a q u a l i t y  r equ i rem en t ,  
a c c e p t a n c e  r e q u i r e m e n t ,  e t c . )  d id  t h e  model and l e a d e r s  most o f t e n  
agree?
3.  Which o f  t h e  r u l e s  u n d e r l y i n g  t h e  model were most f r e q u e n t l y  
v i o l a t e d  by l e a d e r s ?
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s
The p r e s e n t  s tudy  a s s e s s e d  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton 
model by comparing t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  d e c i s i o n s  made w i t h in  the  
model wi th  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  d e c i s i o n s  f a l l i n g  o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  model 
Leaders  were asked to  s e l e c t  c u r r e n t  d e c i s i o n s  they  were making and 
to  r e p o r t  t h e  dec i s ion -m ak ing  p roce s s  they  were u s ing  as  well  as  to  
e v a l u a t e  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  on th e  seven problem a t t r i b u t e s .  A number of  
s u b o r d i n a t e s  f o r  each l e a d e r  a l s o  were asked t o  e v a l u a t e  each 
d e c i s i o n  by r e p o r t i n g  t h e  d e c i s i o n  p roce s s  used and by r a t i n g  the  
d e c i s i o n  s i t u a t i o n  on th e  problem a t t r i b u t e s .  Dec is ion  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
was de te rmined  by us ing  r a t i n g s  by t h e  l e a d e r  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  
d e c i s i o n  and by h i s  s u b o r d i n a t e s .  Dec is ion  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  was a l s o  
e v a l u a t e d  in  terms o f  t h e  q u a l i t y  and a c ce p tan c e  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  by 
d e te rm in in g  th e  co r respondence  between th e  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  problem on 
th e  a p p r o p r i a t e  problem a t t r i b u t e s  and th e  succes s  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  
a c t u a l l y  reached,  as  r a t e d  by th e  l e a d e r  and t h e  s u b o r d i n a t e s  in 
f u l f i l l i n g  any q u a l i t y  o r  a c ce p tan c e  r e q u i r e m e n ts .
The p e r c e p t i o n  o f  d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  may have changed 
ove r  t ime  as  t h e  d e c i s i o n  was implemented and i t s  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  or  
i n a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  became a p p a r e n t .  The p r e s e n t  s tudy  a t t e m p te d  to  
a s s e s s  t h e  p e rc e iv e d  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  d e c i s i o n s  immedia tely a f t e r  t h e  
d e c i s i o n  was made and a f t e r  a p e r io d  o f  t ime  had e la p s e d  s in c e  making 
t h e  d e c i s i o n .  Th is  a l lowed f o r  a comparison o f  bo th  t h e  immediate 
and t h e  de layed e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  s o l u t i o n s  reached  by p r o c e s s e s  
w i t h in  and o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model .
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Hypotheses
Based on t h e  p r e v i o u s l y  c i t e d  r e s e a r c h  on t h e  Vroom-Yetton 
model ,  t h e  f o l l o w in g  hypo theses  were g e n e ra t e d :
Hypothes is  1 : D ec i s ions  made by p r o c e s s e s  f a l l i n g  w i t h in  t h e  Vroom-
Yet ton  f e a s i b l e  s e t  w i l l  be r a t e d  by both l e a d e r s  and s u b o r d i n a t e s  
as  more e f f e c t i v e  than  w i l l  d e c i s i o n s  made by p r o c e s s e s  o u t s i d e  o f  the  
f e a s i b l e  s e t  ( F i e l d ,  1982; Jago  and Vroom, 1978; and Vroom and Jago ,  
1978) .
Hypothes is  1A: D ec i s ions  made w i t h in  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model
w i l l  be r a t e d  as  more e f f e c t i v e  than  d e c i s i o n s  made o u t s i d e  
o f  t h e  model immed ia te ly  a f t e r  t h e  d e c i s i o n  i s  made.
Hypothes is  IB : D ec i s ions  made w i t h i n  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model
w i l l  be r a t e d  as  more e f f e c t i v e  than d e c i s i o n s  made o u t s i d e  
t h e  model a f t e r  a p e r i o d  o f  t ime has e l a p s e d  s i n c e  the  
d e c i s i o n  was made.
Hypo thes is  2 : Rules  which p r o t e c t  t h e  a c c e p ta n c e  of  t h e  d e c i s i o n  w i l l
be v i o l a t e d  more o f t e n  than  w i l l  r u l e s  which p r o t e c t  t h e  q u a l i t y  of  
t he  d e c i s i o n  (Vroom and J a g o ,  1978; and Vroom and Y e t to n ,  1973) .
H ypothes is  2A: When a q u a l i t y  r u l e  i s  a p p l i c a b l e  and i s
v i o l a t e d ,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  q u a l i t y  w i l l  be r a t e d  as  lower than 
when a q u a l i t y  r u l e  i s  no t  v i o l a t e d  ( F i e l d ,  1982; Vroom and 
Y e t to n ,  1973) .
Hypothes is  2B: When an a c c e p ta n c e  r u l e  i s  a p p l i c a b l e  and i s
v i o l a t e d ,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  a c c e p ta n c e  w i l l  be r a t e d  as  lower than  
when an a c c e p ta n c e  r u l e  i s  n o t  v i o l a t e d  ( F i e l d ,  1982; and 
Vroom and Y e t to n ,  1973) .
METHOD
S u b j e c t s
The s u b j e c t s  were f o r t y - t w o  " l e a d e r s "  who v o l u n t a r i l y  agreed  
to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in t h e  s tu d y .  The p a r t i c i p a n t s  inc luded  t e n  l e a d e r s  from 
each o f  t h e  f o l l o w in g  g roups:  nu rse s ,  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  and
f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  p r e s i d e n t s ,  and twe lve  l e a d e r s  who were 
managers from i n d u s t r y  o r  t h e  b u s in e s s  community.
The s u b j e c t s  a l s o  inc luded  t h r e e  t o  f i v e  s u b o r d i n a t e s  f o r  each 
l e a d e r .  The s u b o r d i n a t e s  were s e l e c t e d  from th e  l e a d e r ' s  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  
They were drawn from t h e  s e t  o f  peop le  p o t e n t i a l l y  a f f e c t e d  by th e  
d e c i s i o n s  used in t h e  s tudy  and who were one l e v e l  below t h e  l e a d e r  
in t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n .
Any o f  t h e  s u b j e c t s  who were s t u d e n t s  e n r o l l e d  in u n d e rg ra d u a te  
psychology c l a s s e s  a t  L o u i s ia na  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y  ( e . g . ,  f r a t e r n i t y  or  
s o r o r i t y  members),  were given e x t r a  c r e d i t  f o r  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in 
t h e  s tu d y .
In s t ru m e n t s
Response Format f o r  L e a d e r s . The l e a d e r s  were asked t o  r e p o r t  
f i v e  dec is ion -m ak ing  s i t u a t i o n s  they  were c u r r e n t l y  f a c i n g  and to  
e v a l u a t e  t h e  d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s  used and t h e  s o l u t i o n  f o r  each s i t u a t i o n .  
The response  f o rm a t ,  which was p rov ided  f o r  t h e  l e a d e r s ,  i s  i nc luded  
as  Appendix B. The response  format p rov id ed  ( a )  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  
r e p o r t i n g  th e  d e c i s i o n  s i t u a t i o n s  and (b) q u e s t i o n s  a d d r e s s i n g  th e  
s t a t u s  o f  each d e c i s i o n  on th e  seven problem a t t r i b u t e s ,  and t h e  
q u a l i t y ,  a c c e p t a n c e ,  and e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  s o l u t i o n .
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Response Format f o r  S u b o r d i n a t e s . The s u b o r d i n a t e s  a l s o  were 
asked to  e v a l u a t e  t h e  dec is ion -m ak ing  p roce s s  used and t h e  d e c i s i o n  
made f o r  each o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  s e l e c t e d  by t h e i r  l e a d e r .  The response  
fo rm at ,  which was p rov ided  f o r  t h e  s u b o r d i n a t e s ,  i s  in c lu d e d  as  
Appendix C. The response  format  inc luded  q u e s t i o n s  a d d r e s s i n g  th e  
s t a t u s  o f  each d e c i s i o n  on th e  seven problem a t t r i b u t e s  and th e  
q u a l i t y ,  a c c e p t a n c e ,  and e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  s o l u t i o n .
Delayed Response Format f o r  Leaders  and S u b o r d i n a t e s . The 
l e a d e r s  and t h e i r  s u b o r d i n a t e s  were asked to  e v a l u a t e  each d e c i s i o n  
a f t e r  an e l a p s e d  p e r io d  o f  t im e .  The fo rm at  used f o r  t h e  de layed  
e v a l u a t i o n  c o n ta in e d  i tems  i d e n t i c a l  t o  t h o s e  in t h e  above fo rm a ts  wi th  
th e  f o l l o w in g  two e x c e p t i o n s :  (1) t h e  l e a d e r s  were no t  asked t o  r eco rd
a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  s i t u a t i o n ,  and (2)  t h r e e  a d d i t i o n a l  
q u e s t i o n s  were in c lu d e d .  The Delayed Response Format f o r  Leader s  i s  
inc luded  as  Appendix D and t h e  Delayed Response Format f o r  S u b o r d in a t e s  
i s  inc luded  as  Appendix E.
Procedure
The e x p e r im e n te r  c o n ta c t e d  p o t e n t i a l  s u b j e c t s ,  i . e . ,  n u r s e s ,  
u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  managers ,  and f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  
p r e s i d e n t s ,  t o  s o l i c i t  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  t h e  s tu d y .  The purpose 
o f  t h e  s tudy  and t h e  b a s i c  p rocedure  invo lv ed  in t h e  s tudy  (emphasizing 
what  would be r e q u i r e d  from them and t h e i r  s u b o r d i n a t e s )  were 
e x p la i n e d .  I n d i v i d u a l s  w i l l i n g  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in t h e  s tudy  became th e  
" l e a d e r "  s u b j e c t s .
Each l e a d e r  was asked to  s e l e c t  f i v e  d e c i s io n -m ak in g  s i t u a t i o n s  
h e / s h e  was c u r r e n t l y  f a c i n g  and to  r eco rd  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  on t h e  response
fo rm a t .  The l e a d e r s  were asked to  s e l e c t  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  from s i t u a t i o n s  
t h a t  had o c c u r r e d  w i t h in  a one-week p e r io d  o f  t im e .  The l e a d e r  then 
e v a lu a t e d  t h e  d e c i s i o n  p ro c e s s  used and t h e  s o l u t i o n  reached by 
r espond ing  to  t h e  i tems on t h e  Response Format f o r  Leaders .  The 
e x p e r im e n te r  e x p la in e d  t h e  response  fo rm at  t o  each l e a d e r  and answered 
any q u e s t i o n s  t h e  l e a d e r  might  have had abou t  s e l e c t i n g  and d e s c r i b i n g  
t h e  problem s i t u a t i o n  o r  answering th e  q u e s t i o n s  p e r t a i n i n g  to  the  
d e c i s i o n .  I f  i t  was n e c e s s a r y ,  t h e  e x p e r im e n te r  a s s i s t e d  t h e  l e a d e r  
in s e l e c t i n g  and d e s c r i b i n g  an example problem and in  answering the  
q u e s t i o n s  on th e  r e sponse  fo rm at  f o r  t h e  example problem. Each l e a d e r  
r e t u r n e d  h i s  completed r e sponse  fo rm a ts  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  e x p e r im e n te r .
Upon r e c e i v i n g  t h e  r e sponse  fo rm a ts  from t h e  l e a d e r s ,  t h e  
e x p e r im e n te r  p repa red  t h e  Response Formats f o r  S u b o r d in a t e s .  I f  t h e  
l e a d e r ' s  r e sponse  fo rm at  la cked  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  t h e  e x p e r im e n te r  c o n ta c t e d  
t h e  l e a d e r  t o  o b t a i n  t h e  m is s in g  in f o r m a t io n .
The e x p e r i m e n t e r  e x p la i n e d  t h e  expe r im en t  t o  s u b o r d i n a t e s  from 
each of  t h e  l e a d e r ' s  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  A r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  sample o f  from 
t h r e e  to  f i v e  s u b o r d i n a t e s  f o r  each l e a d e r  was s e l e c t e d  to  e v a l u a t e  
each o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  chosen by t h e  l e a d e r .  In many cases  (61% o v e r a l l ;  
81% exc lud ing  f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  p r e s i d e n t s )  t h e  l e a d e r  had only 
t h r e e  t o  f i v e  s u b o r d i n a t e s .  The s u b o r d i n a t e s  were given  response  
fo rm a ts  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  p r ep a re d  f o r  each o f  t h e i r  l e a d e r ' s  f i v e  d e c i s i o n s  
and an a d d i t i o n a l  fo rm at  p repa re d  as  a l e a d e r ' s  example d e c i s i o n .  The 
e x p e r im e n te r  e x p la i n e d  t h e  r e sponse  fo rm a t  t o  t h e  s u b o r d i n a t e s  and 
answered any q u e s t i o n s  th e y  might  have had abou t  respond ing  t o  i tems in 
t h e  f o rm a t .  The e x p e r i m e n t e r  used t h e  example o f  a l e a d e r ' s  d e c i s i o n
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in  e x p l a i n i n g  t h e  r e s p o n s e  format  t o  t h e  s u b o r d i n a t e s .  The 
s u b o r d i n a t e s  then  were asked to  respond to  each o f  t h e  i tems on th e  
Response Formats  f o r  S u b o r d in a t e s .  The s u b o r d i n a t e s  r e t u r n e d  t h e i r  
completed r e sponse  fo rm a ts  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  e x p e r im e n te r .
A f t e r  a p e r io d  o f  f o u r  weeks had e l a p s e d ,  t h e  l e a d e r s  and the  
s u b o r d i n a t e s  were given  th e  Delayed Response Formats p repared  f o r  each 
o f  t h e  f i v e  d e c i s i o n s .  The s u b j e c t s  were asked to  r e e v a l u a t e  the  
d e c i s i o n s  by respond ing  to  t h e  i tems on th e  fo rm a t .  The completed 
Delayed Response Formats were r e t u r n e d  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  e xpe r im e n te r .
Upon comple t ion  o f  t h e  s tudy ,  t h o s e  l e a d e r s  r e q u e s t in g  i t  w i l l  
r e c e i v e  an e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  t h e  f i n d i n g s  o f  t h e  s tudy  and a summary of  
t h e  r e s u l t s  t h a t  p e r t a i n  t o  them.
Dependent  V a r i a b l e s
The dependen t  v a r i a b l e s  in t h i s  s tudy  were t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  
d e c i s i o n ,  t h e  a c c e p ta n c e  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n ,  and t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  
t h e  d e c i s i o n  as  r a t e d  on a 6 - p o i n t  L i k e r t  s c a l e  by both l e a d e r s  and 
s u b o r d i n a t e s .
A second measure o f  d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  was based on the  
co r r e spondenc e  between t h e  l e a d e r ' s  and s u b o r d i n a t e s '  r a t i n g s  of  
d e c i s i o n  q u a l i t y  ( r e s p o n s e  format  i tem #13) and a c ce p tan c e  ( re sponse  
fo rm a t  i tem #14) and t h e  r equ i rem en t  o f  t h e  problem a t t r i b u t e s  f o r  
d e c i s i o n  q u a l i t y  ( r e s p o n s e  fo rm at  i tem #5) and a c c e p ta n c e  ( re sponse  
fo rm a t  i tem # 8 ) .  D e c i s ion  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  was de te rmined  in the  
f o l l o w i n g  manner.  The q u a l i t y  and acce p tanc e  measures  were 
d icho tom iz e d .  A mean q u a l i t y  r a t i n g  from 1 - 3 .5  was c o n s id e red  low 
q u a l i t y  and mean r a t i n g  from 3 .5 - 6  was c o n s id e r e d  high q u a l i t y .  A
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mean a c ce p tan c e  r a t i n g  from 1 -3 .5  was c o n s id e red  low a c ce p tan c e  and a 
mean r a t i n g  from 3 .5 - 6  was c o n s id e red  high a c c e p t a n c e .  I f  t h e  problem 
was de te rmined  to  have a q u a l i t y  r equ i rem en t  and a high q u a l i t y  
r a t i n g ,  i . e . ,  t h e r e  was co r r e s p o n d en c e ,  i t  was c o n s id e r e d  to  be an 
e f f e c t i v e  o r  s u c c e s s f u l  d e c i s i o n .  I f  t h e  problem was de te rmined to  
have a q u a l i t y  r equ i r em e n t  and had a low q u a l i t y  r a t i n g ,  i . e . ,  i t  
la cked  c o r r e s p o n d en c e ,  then i t  was c o n s id e red  to  be an i n e f f e c t i v e  or  
u n s u c ce s s fu l  d e c i s i o n .  L ikewise ,  a problem in which th e  accep tance  
r equ i rem en t  corresponded  wi th  t h e  accep tance  r a t i n g  was c o n s id e red  to  
be an e f f e c t i v e  o r  s u c c e s s fu l  d e c i s i o n ,  w h i l e  a problem which lacked 
co r re spondence  was c o n s id e r e d  to  be an i n e f f e c t i v e  o r  unsucces s fu l  
d e c i s i o n .  I f  a problem was de te rmined to  have both a q u a l i t y  and an 
a c ce p tan c e  requ i rem en t  and had correspondence  on both measures ,  i t  was 
c o n s id e r e d  to  be an e f f e c t i v e  o r  s u c c e s s fu l  d e c i s i o n ;  i f  t h e  problem 
had co r respondence  on on ly  one o f  t h e  measures  and l acked  correspondence  
on th e  o t h e r ,  i t  was c o n s id e r e d  t o  be an i n e f f e c t i v e  o r  unsuc ce s s fu l  
d e c i s i o n .  I f  a problem was de te rmined to  have n e i t h e r  a q u a l i t y  
r equ i rem en t  nor  an a c ce p ta n c e  r e q u i r e m e n t ,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  was c ons ide red  
to  be e f f e c t i v e  o r  s u c c e s s f u l  i r r e s p e c t i v e  of  t h e  q u a l i t y  and accep tance  
r a t i n g s  ( F i e l d ,  1982) .  Th i s  measure o f  d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  was used 
f o r  d icho tom iz ing  d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  on ly  f o r  d e s c r i p t i v e  purposes .
RESULTS
E f f e c t i v e n e s s
The e f f e c t i v e n e s s  measures  were t h e  i n d iv i d u a l  r a t i n g s  by th e  
l e a d e r s  and s u b o r d i n a t e s  o f  d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  The measures 
were d e f in e d  on a pooled problem b a s i s ,  i . e . ,  t h e  r a t i n g s  were pooled 
a c r o s s  problems.  The e f f e c t i v e n e s s  measures  were ana lyzed  by an 
a n a l y s i s  o f  v a r i a n c e  i n v o lv in g  one m u l t i - l e v e l  f a c t o r ,  s u p e r v i s o r y  u n i t  
( l e a d e r / s u b o r d i n a t e  u n i t s  w i t h in  each type  o f  l e a d e r ) ,  and two 
b i - l e v e l  f a c t o r s :  f e a s i b i l i t y  ( d e c i s io n  p r o c e s s e s  f a l 1ing w i t h in  t h e
f e a s i b l e  s e t  and d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s e s  f a l l i n g  o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  f e a s i b l e  
s e t ) ,  and l e v e l  ( l e a d e r  and s u b o r d i n a t e ) .  The a n a l y s i s  was conducted 
tw ice  f o r  each type  o f  l e a d e r  ( i . e . ,  n u r se s ,  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  
managers ,  and f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  p r e s i d e n t s ) ,  once us ing  only the  
d a ta  from th e  immediate r a t i n g s  and then  aga in  us ing  on ly  t h e  d a ta  from 
th e  de layed  r a t i n g s .
The summary t a b l e s  f o r  t h e  a n a ly s e s  f o r  each ty p e  o f  l e a d e r  
may be found in Tab les  4 ,  5, 6 ,  and 7 f o r  t h e  immediate  r a t i n g s  and 
in  T a b le s  8 ,  9, 10, and 11 f o r  t h e  de layed  r a t i n g s .  An i n s p e c t i o n  
o f  t h e s e  t a b l e s  r e v e a l e d  t h a t  in  no c ase  was t h e r e  a s i g n i f i c a n t  
main e f f e c t  f o r  s u p e r v i s o r y  u n i t .  In both t h e  a n a ly s e s  f o r  t h e  
immediate  r a t i n g s  and t h e  a n a ly s e s  f o r  t h e  de layed  r a t i n g s  only t h e  
n u r se s  demons t ra ted  a s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t  f o r  f e a s i b i l i t y  (p <  . 0 5 ) .  
The means f o r  t h e s e  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  may be found in  Table  12.
None o f  t h e  main e f f e c t s  f o r  l e v e l  nor  any o f  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  X l ev e l  
i n t e r a c t i o n s  reached  s i g n i f i c a n c e  in t h e  a n a ly s e s  f o r  e i t h e r  t h e  




Summary Table f o r  the Analys is o f  Variance o f
the Immediate Ratings o f  the E ffectiveness Measures f o r  Nurses
d f MS F P
S u p e rv i s o ry  Unit 9 .3171 2.77 .0688
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 .8859 7.73* .0194
E r r o r  A 
(Feas .  X S.U.) 5 .1145
Level 1 .49 /8 1.10 .3123
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 .0008 .00 .9654
E r r o r  B
( S.U. X Feas .  X L e v e l ) 14 .4530
*p <  .05
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TABLE 5
Summary Table f o r  the Analys is o f  Variance o f
the Immediate Ratings o f  the E ffectiveness
Measures f o r  U n iv e rs i ty  Adm in is tra to rs
df MS F P
S u p e rv i s o ry  Unit 9 .5241 .52 .4084
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 3.5811 3.53 .0596
E r r o r  A 
(Feas .  X S .U . ) 5 1.0158
Level 1 .8062 1.96 .1838
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 1.7918 4 .35 .0559
E r r o r  B
(S.U. X Feas .  X Leve l) 14 .4123
36
TABLE 6
Summary Table f o r  the Analysis o f  Variance o f  the
Immediate Ratings o f  the E ffec tiveness Measures f o r  Managers
df MS F P
S u p e r v i s o r y  Unit 11 .5912 1.49 .1611
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 1.0544 2.50 .0761
E r r o r  A 
(Feas .  X S . U . ) 8 .4213
Level 1 .4481 1.67 .2113
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 .0606 .23 .6396
E r r o r  B
(S.U. X Feas.  X L e v e l ) 19 .2678
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TABLE 7
Summary Table fo r  the Analysis o f  Variance o f  the
Immediate Ratings o f  the E ffectiveness
Measures f o r  F ra te rn i ty  and S o ro r i ty  Presidents
df MS F P
Sup e rv i s o ry  Unit 9 .2933 .87 .2962
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 .0343 .10 .3802
E r r o r  A 
(Feas .  X S . U . ) 6 .3375
Level 1 .0288 .33 .5733
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 .0407 .47 .5045
E r r o r  B
(S.U. X Feas.  X Leve l) 15 .0870
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TABLE 8
Summary Table f o r  the Analys is o f  Variance o f  the Delayed
Ratings o f  the E ffec tiveness Measures f o r  Nurses
df MS F P
S u p e r v i s o r y  Unit 9 .4255 2.06 .1106
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 .8437 4.08* .0497
E r r o r  A 
(Feas .  X S . U . ) 5 .2070
Level 1 1.2957 2.03 .1763
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 .0834 .13 .7232
E r r o r  B
(S.U. x Feas.  X L e v e l ) 14 .6386
*P <  .05
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TABLE 9
Summary Table f o r  the Analys is  o f  Variance o f
the Delayed Ratings o f  the E ffec tiveness
Measures f o r  U n ive rs i ty  A dm in is tra to rs
df MS F P
S u p e rv i s o ry  Unit 9 .7677 .69 .3511
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 .3172 .29 .3077
E r r o r  A 
(Feas .  X S.U.) 5 1.1074
Level 1 1.3827 2.26 .1548
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 .8343 1.36 .1311
E r r o r  B
(S.U. X Feas .  X Leve l) 14 .6114
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TABLE 10
Summary Table f o r  the Analys is  o f  Variance o f  the Delayed
Ratings o f  the E ffec tiveness Measures f o r  Managers
df MS F P
S u p e r v i s o r y  Unit 11 .9609 1.27 .1881
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 .0201 .03 .4372
E r r o r  A 
(Feas .  X S.U.) 8 3.0290
Level 1 .0352 .06 .8128
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 .0150 .02 .8771
E r r o r  B
(S.U.  X Feas .  X L e v e l ) 19 .6113
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TABLE 11
Summary Table f o r  the Analys is o f  Variance o f  the
the Delayed Ratings o f  the E ffectiveness
Measures f o r  F ra te rn i ty  and S o ro r i ty  Presidents
d f MS F P
S u p e r v i s o r y  Unit 9 .1592 1.26 .2005
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 .4651 3.69 .0515
E r r o r  A 
(Feas .  X S.U.) 6 .1259
Level 1 .7692 6.64* .0211
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 .2729 2.35 .4158
E r r o r  B
(S.U.  X Feas .  X L e v e l ) 15 .1159
*p <  .05
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TABLE 12
Mean E f f e c t i v e n e s s  Measures f o r  S i g n i f i c a n t  E f f e c t s  
from t h e  A n a ly s i s  f o r  t h e  Immediate and Delayed Ra t ings
Type o f  Leader Independent  V a r i a b l e
F e a s i b i l i t y  -  Immediate Ra t ings  
Nurses F e a s i b l e  4 .63
Non-Feas ib le  4 .45
Nurses
F e a s i b i l i t y  -  Delayed Ra t ings  
F e a s i b l e  4 .88
Non-Feas ib le  4.51
Hypothes is  1A and Hypothes is  IB s t a t e d  t h a t  d e c i s i o n  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  would be a f u n c t i o n  o f  d e c i s i o n - p r o c e s s  f e a s i b i l i t y ,  as  
d e f in e d  by th e  Vroom-Yetton model,  immediate ly  a f t e r  t h e  d e c i s i o n  was 
made and a f t e r  a p e r io d  o f  t ime  had e la p s e d  s in c e  making t h e  d e c i s i o n .  
Hypothes is  1A and IB r e c e iv e d  only weak s u p p o r t .  The n u r se s  were the  
only type  of  l e a d e r  f o r  which d e c i s i o n s  made by p r o c e s s e s  f a l l i n g  
w i t h in  t h e  Vroom-Yetton f e a s i b l e  s e t  were r a t e d  as  more e f f e c t i v e  than  
were d e c i s i o n s  made by p r o c e s s e s  o u t s i d e  of  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t .  For the  
n u r s e s ,  f e a s i b i l i t y  was s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  both t h e  immediate  (p <  .05) 
and th e  de layed  r a t i n g s  (p <  .05)  o f  d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  There 
were no d i f f e r e n c e s  in t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  d e c i s i o n s  made by f e a s i b l e  
methods and d e c i s i o n s  made by n o n - f e a s i b l e  methods f o r  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  
a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  t h e  managers ,  o r  t h e  f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  p r e s i d e n t s .
Analyses  o f  v a r i a n c e  f o r  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  measures  i n v o lv in g  
th e  m u l t i - l e v e l  f a c t o r  o f  s u p e r v i s o r y  u n i t ,  t h e  two b i - l e v e l  f a c t o r s  
o f  f e a s i b i l i t y  and l e v e l ,  a l l  a s  d e f in e d  above,  and t h e  b i - l e v e l  
f a c t o r  o f  t ime ( immediate  and de layed)  p rov ided  e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  same 
r e s u l t s  as  t h e  s e p a r a t e  a n a l y s e s  f o r  t h e  immediate  and de la yed  r a t i n g s .
Q ua! i ty
The q u a l i t y  measures  were t h e  i n d iv i d u a l  r a t i n g s  by t h e  l e a d e r s  
and s u b o r d i n a t e s  o f  d e c i s i o n  q u a l i t y .  The measures  were d e f i n e d  on a 
poo led problem b a s i s ,  i . e . ,  t h e  r a t i n g s  were pooled  a c r o s s  problems.
The q u a l i t y  measures  were ana lyzed  by an a n a l y s i s  o f  v a r i a n c e  inv o lv in g  
one m u l t i - l e v e l  f a c t o r ,  s u p e r v i s o r y  u n i t  ( l e a d e r / s u b o r d i n a t e  u n i t s  
w i t h in  each type  o f  l e a d e r ) ,  and t h r e e  b i - l e v e l  f a c t o r s :  f e a s i b i l i t y
( d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s e s  f a l l i n g  w i t h i n  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  and d e c i s i o n
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p r o c e s s e s  f a l l i n g  o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t ) ,  l e v e l  ( l e a d e r  and 
s u b o r d i n a t e ) ,  and t ime ( immediate  and d e l a y e d ) .  The a n a l y s i s  was 
conducted s e p a r a t e l y  f o r  each type  o f  l e a d e r  ( i . e . ,  n u r s e s ,  u n i v e r s i t y  
a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  managers ,  and f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  p r e s i d e n t s ) .
The summary t a b l e s  f o r  t h e s e  a n a ly s e s  may be found in Tab les  13, 14,
15, and 16, r e s p e c t i v e l y .  The r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  a n a l y s e s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  
only the  managers  had a s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t  f o r  s u p e r v i s o r y  u n i t  
(p <  . 0 5 ) .  The managers  a l s o  demons t ra ted  a s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t  
f o r  f e a s i b i l i t y  (p <  . 0 1 ) .  The on ly  type  of  l e a d e r  t h a t  had a 
s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t  f o r  l e v e l  (p <  .001)  was n u r s e s .  There were no 
s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t s  f o r  t im e .  Only one o f  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n s  
reached s i g n i f i c a n c e ;  t h e  l e v e l  X t ime i n t e r a c t i o n  was s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  
t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  (p <  .0 0 1 ) .  Table  17 c o n t a i n s  t h e  mean 
q u a l i t y  measures  f o r  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t s  and i n t e r a c t i o n s  
o f  i n t e r e s t .
Hypothes is  2 s t a t e d  t h a t  r u l e s  which p r o t e c t  t h e  acce p tanc e
of  t h e  d e c i s i o n  would be v i o l a t e d  more o f t e n  than  would r u l e s  which
p r o t e c t  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n .  Th is  h y p o t h e s i s  w i l l  be addres sed  
f o l lo w in g  th e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  a c c e p ta n c e  measures .
Hypothes is  2A s t a t e d  t h a t  d e c i s i o n  q u a l i t y  would be a f u n c t i o n
of  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of  t h e  d e c i s i o n  p roce s s  as  d e f i n e d  by t h e  Vroom-
Yetton  model . Th is  h y p o t h e s i s  r e c e iv e d  p a r t i a l  s u p p o r t  as  on ly  one 
type  o f  l e a d e r ,  managers ,  had a s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t  f o r  
f e a s i b i l i t y  (p <  . 0 1 ) .
Acceptance
The a c ce p ta n c e  measures  were t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  r a t i n g s  by th e
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TABLE 13
Summary Table fo r  the Analys is o f Variance
o f the Q ua li ty  Measures fo r  Nurses
df MS F P
S u p e r v i s o r y  Unit 9 1.7593 1.99 .1552
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 4.0632 4.59 .0608
E r r o r  A 
(Feas .  X S . U . ) 3 .8850
Level 1 2.9761 28.26*** .0001
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 .0412 .39 .2716
E r r o r  B
( S . U .  x  Feas .  X Level) 12 .1052
Time 1 .1180 1.08 .3084
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Time 1 .1626 1.49 .2337
Level X Time 1 .0644 .59 .4494
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level X Time 1 .0020 .02 .8929
E r r o r  C 
( R e s i d u a l ) 24 .1089
* * *p  <  .001
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TABLE 14
Summary Table f o r  the Analysis o f  Variance o f
the Q ua li ty  Measures fo r  U n ive rs i ty  Adm in is tra to rs
df MS F P
S u p e r v i s o r y  Unit 9 .8445 .89 .2980
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 1.2870 1.36 .1544
E r r o r  A 
(Feas .  X S.U.) 4 .9483
Level 1 • 1.0006 1.13 .1534
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 1.4168 1.60 .1139
E r r o r  B
(S.U.  X Feas.  X Leve l) 13 .8844
Time 1 .0606 4 .04 .0548
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Time 1 .4253 2.84 .1042
Level X Time 1 2.4488 16.33*** .0004
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level X Time 1 .2329 1.55 .2238
E r r o r  C 
( R e s i d u a l ) 26 .1500
* * *p  <  .001
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TABLE 15
Summary Table f o r  the Analys is  o f  Variance o f
the Q ua li ty  Measures f o r  Managers
d f MS F P
S u p e r v i s o r y  Unit 11 1.1308 4 .68 .0127
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 2.8368 11.73** .0055
E r r o r  A 
(Feas .  X S . U . ) 7 .2418
Level 1 1.0779 1.78 .0992
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 .0338 .06 .4079
E r r o r  B
(S.U. x Feas .  X L e v e l ) 18 .6048
Time 1 .0581 .36 .5499
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Time 1 .0947 .59 .4459
Level X Time 1 .0271 .17 .6826
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level X Time 1 .0546 .34 .5621
E r r o r  C 
( R e s i d u a l ) 36 .1595
**p  <  .01
48
TABLE 16
Summary Table f o r  the Analys is  o f  Variance o f  the
Q ua li ty  Measures f o r  F ra te rn i ty  and S o ro r i ty  Presidents
df MS F P
Sup e rv i s o ry  Unit 9 .2809 3 .15 .0549
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 1.7493 19.59 .0069
(n . s . - w r o n g
E r ro r  A d i r e c t i o n )
(Feas .  X S.U.) 5 .0892
Level 1 .0175 .06 .4027
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 .0149 .05 .4102
E r r o r  B
(S .U .  X Feas .  X Leve l) 14 .2786
Time 1 .1990 .99 .3282
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Time 1 .1052 .52 .4754
Level X Time 1 .7788 3.87 .0590
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level X Time 1 .0046 .02 .8800
E r r o r  C 
( R e s i d u a l ) 28 .2010
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TABLE 17
Mean Q u a l i t y  Measures  f o r  S i g n i f i c a n t  Main E f f e c t s  
and I n t e r a c t i o n s  from t h e  Analyses  of  Var iance
Type o f  Leader Independent  V a r ia b l e
F e a s i b i l i t y
Managers F e a s i b l e 4.93
Non-Feas ib le 4 .57
Level
Nurses Leader 4.93
S ub o rd in a t e 4 .44
Level X Time
U n i v e r s i t y  A d m i n i s t r a t o r s Leader / Im mediate 4 .44
Leader /Delayed 5.00
S u b o r d i n a t e  Immediate 4.51
Subordi  n a te /D e la y e d 4 .29
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l e a d e r s  and s u b o r d i n a t e s  o f  d e c i s i o n  a c c e p t a n c e .  The measures were 
d e f in e d  on a pooled problem b a s i s ,  i . e . ,  t h e  r a t i n g s  were pooled 
a c r o s s  prob lems.  The a c c e p ta n c e  measures  were ana lyzed  by an a n a l y s i s  
o f  v a r i a n c e  i n v o lv in g  one m u l t i - l e v e l  f a c t o r ,  s u p e r v i s o r y  u n i t  
( l e a d e r / s u b o r d i n a t e  u n i t s  w i t h in  each type  o f  l e a d e r ) ,  and t h r e e  
b i - l e v e l  f a c t o r s :  f e a s i b i l i t y  ( d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s e s  f a l l i n g  w i t h in
t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  and d e c i s i o n  p r o c e s s e s  f a l l i n g  o u t s i d e  o f  the  
f e a s i b l e  s e t ) ,  l e v e l  ( l e a d e r  and s u b o r d i n a t e ) ,  and t ime (immediate 
and d e l a y e d ) .  The a n a l y s i s  was conducted  s e p a r a t e l y  f o r  each type  
o f  l e a d e r  ( i . e . ,  n u r s e s ,  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  managers ,  
and f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  p r e s i d e n t s ) .  The summary t a b l e  f o r  each 
a n a l y s i s  may be found in  Tab les  18, 19, 20, and 21, r e s p e c t i v e l y .
The r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  a n a ly s e s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e r e  were no s i g n i f i c a n t  
main e f f e c t s  f o r  s u p e r v i s o r y  u n i t .  Both t h e  n u r se s  and t h e  managers 
demons t ra ted  s i g n i f i c a n t  (p <  .05)  main e f f e c t s  f o r  f e a s i b i l i t y .  Only 
t h e  managers  had a s i g n i f i c a n t  (p <  .05)  main e f f e c t  f o r  l e v e l .
Again,  t h e r e  were no s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t s  f o r  t im e .  The on ly  two 
i n t e r a c t i o n s  t h a t  r eached  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  f e a s i b i l i t y  X t ime (p <  .05)  
and l e v e l  X t ime (p <  . 0 5 ) ,  were both f o r  f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  
p r e s i d e n t s .  The mean a c c e p t a n c e  measures  f o r  t h e s e  s i g n i f i c a n t  main 
e f f e c t s  and i n t e r a c t i o n s  may be found in  Tab le  22.
H ypothes is  2B s t a t e d  t h a t  d e c i s i o n  a c c e p ta n c e  would be a 
f u n c t i o n  o f  f e a s i b i l i t y ,  as  d e f i n e d  by t h e  Vroom-Yetton model . Th is  
h y p o t h e s i s  was p a r t i a l l y  s uppor ted  as  n u r s e s  and managers  had 
s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t s  f o r  f e a s i b i l i t y ,  i . e . ,  d e c i s i o n s  made by 
methods w i t h in  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  were r a t e d  h i g h e r  in  acce p tanc e  than  
were d e c i s i o n s  made by methods o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t .
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TABLE 18
Summary Table f o r  the Analysis o f  Variance o f  the
Acceptance Measures f o r  Nurses
df MS F P
S u p e rv i s o ry  Unit 9 .6506 1.07 .2480
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 2.6826 4.43* .0446
E r r o r  A 
(Feas .  X S . U . ) 5 .6061
Level 1 .1606 .26 .3084
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 .3955 .64 .2176
E r r o r  B
(S.U. X Feas .  X Level) 14 .6132
Time 1 .2968 1.51 .2301
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Time 1 .0725 .37 .5490
Level X Time 1 .0627 .32 .5771
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level X Time 1 .1411 .72 .4046
E r r o r  C 
( R e s i d u a l ) 27 .1968
*p <  .05
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TABLE 19
Summary Table f o r  the Analysis o f Variance o f  the
Acceptance Measures f o r  U n ive rs i ty  Adm in is tra to rs
df MS F P
S u p e rv i s o ry  Unit 9 1.5019 1.11 .2496
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 1.6673 1.23 .1650
E r r o r  A 
(Feas .  X S .U .) 4 1.3581
Level . 1 .5810 .46 .2548
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 2.8730 2.27 .0777
E r r o r  B
(S.U. x Feas .  X L e v e l ) 13 1.2637
Time 1 .0479 .51 .4820
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Time 1 .0083 .09 .7688
Level X Time 1 .3308 3.51 .0723
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level X Time 1 .0007 .01 .9299
E r r o r  C 
( R e s i d u a l ) 26 .0942
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TABLE 20
Summary Table fo r  the Analys is  o f  Variance o f  the
Acceptance Measures f o r  Managers
d f MS F P
Su p e r v i s o r y  Unit 11 .9071 1.77 .1067
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 2.4400 4.76* .0303
E r r o r  A 
(Feas .  X S .U .) 8 .5122
Level 1 2.1873 3.11* .0469
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 .1081 .15 .3496
E r r o r  B
(S.U.  X Feas.  X L e v e l ) 19 .7034
Time 1 .7823 2.85 .0997
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Time 1 .1664 .61 .4412
Level X Time 1 .6767 2.46 .1248
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level X Time 1 .0233 .08 .7724
E r r o r  C 
( R e s i d u a l ) 38 .2747
*p <  .05
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TABLE 21
Summary Table f o r  the Analys is o f  Variance o f  the
Acceptance Measures f o r  F ra te rn i ty  and S o ro r i ty  Presidents
df MS F P
Sup e rv i s o ry  Unit 9 .6815 .83 .3106
F e a s i b i l i t y 1 1.1706 1.43 .1432
E r ro r  A 
(Feas .  X S . U . ) 5 .8230
Level 1 .2192 .94 .1741
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level 1 .3476 1.49 .1209
E r r o r  B
(S.U. X Feas .  X Leve l) 14 .2326
Time 1 .5564 3 .23 .0830
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Time 1 .8333 4.84* .0362
Level X Time 1 1.0175 5.91* .0217
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Level X Time 1 .0004 .00 .9580
E r r o r  C 
( R e s i d u a l ) 28 .1721
*p <  .05
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TABLE 22
Mean Acceptance  Measures  f o r  S i g n i f i c a n t  Main E f f e c t s  
and I n t e r a c t i o n s  from t h e  A n a ly s i s  o f  Var iance
Type o f  Leader Independent  V a r ia b l e
Nurses F e a s i b l e
F e a s i b i l i t y  
4 .99
Non-Feas ib le 4 .62
Managers F e a s i b l e 5.08




S u b o r d in a t e 4 .75
F r a t e r n i t y  and S o r o r i t y F e a s i b l y  Immediate
F e a s i b i l i t y  X Time 
4.98
P r e s i d e n t s
F e a s ib l e /D e l a y e d 4.94
Non-Feas ib l^ /  Immediate> 4.33
N on-Feas ib le /D e layed 4.75
F r a t e r n i t y  and S o r o r i t y Leader / Im mediate
Level X Time 
4.68
P r e s i d e n t s
Leader /Delayed 5.08
S u b ord ina te / Im m e d ia te 4 .79
Subordi  nat^XDelayed 4.66
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Hypothes is  2 s t a t e d  t h a t  r u l e s  which p r o t e c t  t h e  ac ce p tanc e  of
th e  d e c i s i o n  would be v i o l a t e d  more o f t e n  than  would r u l e s  which
p r o t e c t  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n .  Th is  hypo these  was t e s t e d  by a 
2
s e r i e s  o f  X two-sample t e s t s ,  one f o r  a t e s t  a c r o s s  a l l  t ypes  o f  
l e a d e r s  and a s e p a r a t e  t e s t  f o r  each type  o f  l e a d e r .  The 2 X 2  
con t ingency  t a b l e s  f o r  t h e  X t e s t s  were composed o f  t h e  group o f  
d e c i s i o n s  f o r  which t h e r e  was an acce p tanc e  requ i rem ent  and th e  group 
o f  d e c i s i o n s  f o r  which t h e r e  was a q u a l i t y  r equ i rem ent  as  t h e  rows and 
th e  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  f e a s i b l e  ( i n d i c a t i n g  no r u l e  v i o l a t i o n )  and non-
f e a s i b l e  ( i n d i c a t i n g  a r u l e  v i o l a t i o n )  as  t h e  columns. The r e s u l t s
2 2 o f  t h e  X t e s t s  may be found in Table  23. None o f  t h e  X t e s t s  reached
s i g n i f i c a n c e .  Thus,  Hypothes is  2 was no t  s u p p o r t e d ;  accep tance  r u l e s
were not  v i o l a t e d  more f r e q u e n t l y  than  were q u a l i t y  r u l e s .
D e s c r i p t i v e  S t a t i s t i c s
Severa l  d e s c r i p t i v e  s t a t i s t i c s  were o f  i n t e r e s t .  The 
p e r c e n ta g e s  o f  d e c i s i o n s  which were made wi th  p r o c e s s e s  t h a t  f e l l  
w i t h in  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  in Table  24 f o r  each type  of  
o r g a n i z a t i o n  as  well  as  t h e  o v e r a l l  r a t e s  o f  d e c i s i o n - p r o c e s s  
f e a s i b i l i t y .  Th is  t a b l e  a l s o  c o n t a i n s  t h e  p e rc e n ta g e  o f  s u c c e s s fu l  
d e c i s i o n s  f o r  both c a s e s  w i t h in  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  and cases  o u t s i d e  
o f  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t .  R e g a rd le s s  o f  t h e  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n ,  
f e a s i b l e  o r  n o n - f e a s i b l e ,  over  90% o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  were r a t e d  as  
s u c c e s s f u l .  The o v e r a l l  number o f  i n s t a n c e s  o f  a c ce p tan c e  r u l e  
v i o l a t i o n s  and t h e  o v e r a l l  number o f  i n s t a n c e s  o f  q u a l i t y  r u l e  
v i o l a t i o n s ,  as  well  as  t h e  number of  i n s t a n c e s  o f  r u l e  v i o l a t i o n  by 
ty p e  o f  l e a d e r  may be found in Table  25. Tab le  26 c o n t a i n s  t h e  p e r c e n t
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TABLE 23
Chi Square Values f o r  D i f f e r e n c e s  in 
Q u a l i t y  and Acceptance Rule V i o l a t i o n s
Type o f  Leader X2 Value P
Across  All Types .003 .94
Nurses .012 .91
U n i v e r s i t y  A d m i n i s t r a to r s .421 .56
Managers .001 .96
F r a t e r n i t y  and S o r o r i t y  P r e s i d e n t s  .010 .92
TABLE 24
Percen tage  of  Dec is ions  F a l l i n g  Within and Outs ide  o f  the  
F e a s i b l e  S e t  and Pe rce n tage  o f  Success fu l  D ec i s ions  f o r  Both Cases
% o f  Dec is ions  
Within t h e  Feas ib l  
Type o f  Leader  Set
Across  All Types 72..38
Nurses 72..00
U n i v e r s i t y  A d m i n i s t r a to r s 84..00
Managers 63..33
F r a t e r n i t y  and S o r o r i t y 72,.00
P r e s i d e n t s
% o f  Dec i s ions  
P e rce n t  O u ts id e  o f  t h e  Pe rcen t
Success fu l  F e a s ib l e  Se t  Success fu l
98.68 27.68 93.10








Frequency o f  Q u a l i t y  and Acceptance Rule V i o l a t i o n s
Type o f  Leader
# o f  D ec i s ions  
w i th  Q u a l i t y  Rule 
V i o l a t i o n s
#  o f  Dec is ions  
wi th  Acceptance Rule 
V i o l a t i o n s
Across  All Types 49 (32.24%) 56 (33.14%)
Nurses 11 (28.95%) 14 (32.56%)
U n i v e r s i t y  A d m i n i s t r a t o r s 7 (21.88%) 7 (20.59%)
Managers 19 (42.22%) 22 (44.00%)
F r a t e r n i t y  and S o r o r i t y 12 (32.43%) 13 (30.95%)
P r e s i d e n t s
TABLE 26
P e r c e n t  D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  Responses  on t h e  S i x - P o i n t  L i k e r t  Sca le  
f o r  Measures o f  Dec is ion  E f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  Q u a l i t y ,  and Acceptance
E f f e c t i v e n e s s % Q u a l i t y % Acceptance %
Extremely I n e f f e c t i v e 2.94 Extremely Low 1.27 T o t a l l y  Unaccepted 1.65
Qui te  I n e f f e c t i v e 6.63 Qui te  Low 3.59 Most Unaccepted 4 .28
S l i g h t l y  I n e f f e c t i v e 4.74 S l i g h t l y  Low 8.72 S l i g h t l y  Unaccepted 5.81
S l i g h t l y  E f f e c t i v e 20.16 S l i g h t l y  High 24.56 S l i g h t l y  Accepted 12.20
Q ui te  E f f e c t i v e 44 .85 Qui te  High 41.88 Most Accepted 43.43
Extremely E f f e c t i v e 20.65 Extremely High 19.95 T o t a l l y  Accepted 32.59
Total  Number o f  Respondents = 229
d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  r e s p o n s e s  on t h e  6 - p o i n t  L i k e r t  s c a l e  f o r  the  measures  
o f  d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  q u a l i t y ,  and a c c e p ta n c e .  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  
o f  t h e  problem type  f o r  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  s e l e c t e d  by th e  l e a d e r s  may be 
found in Table  27.
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TABLE 27
D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  Problem Type f o r  t h e  
D e c i s io n s  S e l e c t e d  by Leaders
Problem Type F e a s i b l e  Se t Frequency P e rce n t
1 Al, A l l , C l , C l l , Gil 42 20.00
2 Gil 16 7.61
3 Al ,  A l l , C l , C l l , Gil 56 26.66
4 Al,  A l l , C l ,  Cll 9 4 .28
5 Gil 35 16.66
6 cn 5 2.38
7 Cl, Cll 0 0.00
8 A l l , Cl , Cll 3 1 .42
9 A l l , Cl , C l l ,  Gil 19 9.04
10 Cll 2 .95
11 C l l ,  Gil 13 - 6 .19
12 Gil 8 3.81
13 Cll 2 .95
Total  Number o f  D e c i s io n s  = 210
DISCUSSION
The Vroom-Yetton model o f  d e c i s i o n  making was t e s t e d  us ing  
f o u r  d i f f e r e n t  ty p es  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  l e a d e r s :  n u r s e s ,  u n i v e r s i t y
a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  managers  from b u s in e s s  and i n d u s t r y ,  and f r a t e r n i t y  
and s o r o r i t y  p r e s i d e n t s .  The r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  p rovided  
on ly  modest  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  model.
The f i r s t  h y p o t h e s i s ,  which s t a t e d  t h a t  d e c i s i o n  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  would be a f u n c t i o n  o f  d e c i s i o n  method f e a s i b i l i t y ,  as  
d e f in e d  by t h e  Vroom-Yetton model ,  immediate ly  a f t e r  t h e  d e c i s i o n  was 
made (Hypothes i s  1A) and a f t e r  a p e r io d  of  t ime  had e la p s e d  (Hypothes is  
IB) ,  was suppor ted  by on ly  one ty p e  o f  l e a d e r ,  t h e  n u r s e s .  Nurses 
pe rc e iv e d  f e a s i b l e  d e c i s i o n s  t o  be more e f f e c t i v e  than  n o n - f e a s i b l e  
d e c i s i o n s  both immedia te ly  a f t e r  t h e  d e c i s i o n  was made and a f t e r  the  
p e r io d  o f  e l a p s e d  t im e .  Thus,  Hypo thes is  1 r e c e iv e d  only weak 
s u p p o r t ;  t h r e e  t y p e s  o f  l e a d e r s ,  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  the  
managers ,  and th e  f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  p r e s i d e n t s ,  p e rc e iv e d  no 
d i f f e r e n c e  in  d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  as  a f u n c t i o n  o f  de c i s ion -m ethod  
f e a s i b i l i t y .
No s u p p o r t  was found by any o f  t h e  f o u r  types  o f  l e a d e r s  
f o r  Hypothes is  2 ,  which s t a t e d  t h a t  r u l e s  p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  ac ce p tanc e  
o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  would be v i o l a t e d  more o f t e n  than  would r u l e s  p r o t e c t i n g  
t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n .  In the  p r e s e n t  s tu d y ,  a l l  f o u r  types  
o f  l e a d e r s  v i o l a t e d  q u a l i t y  r u l e s  a t  t h e  same r a t e  t h a t  they  v i o l a t e d  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  r u l e s .  The r e s u l t s  p rov ide d  weak s u p p o r t  f o r  Hypothes is  
2A, which s t a t e d  t h a t  d e c i s i o n  q u a l i t y  would be a f u n c t i o n  of  
de c i s ion -m e thod  f e a s i b i l i t y  as  d e f i n e d  by t h e  Vroom-Yetton model .
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This  h y p o t h e s i s  he ld  t r u e  on ly  f o r  t h e  group of  managers .  Dec is ion  
q u a l i t y  was no t  a f u n c t i o n  o f  de c i s ion -m ethod  f e a s i b i l i t y  f o r  the  
n u r s e s ,  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  o r  t h e  f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  
p r e s i d e n t s .  S t r o n g e r  s u p p o r t  was ob ta in e d  f o r  t h e  second sub­
h y p o t h e s i s ,  Hypothes is  2B, which s t a t e d  t h a t  d e c i s i o n  acce p tanc e  would 
be a f u n c t i o n  o f  d e c i s io n -m e th o d  f e a s i b i l i t y  as  d e f in e d  by t h e  Vroom- 
Yet ton  model . The r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  suppor ted  t h i s  
h y p o t h e s i s  f o r  two o f  t h e  groups o f  l e a d e r s ,  t h e  n u r se s  and the  
managers.  However, once a g a i n ,  the  Vroom-Yetton model did no t  hold 
t r u e  f o r  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  o r  t h e  f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  
p r e s i d e n t s .
An a d d i t i o n a l  i n t e n t i o n  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  was t o  examine 
s u p e r i o r - s u b o r d i n a t e  agreement  on t h e i r  p e r c e p t i o n s  of  t h e  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  q u a l i t y ,  and ac ce p tanc e  of  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  s e l e c t e d  by 
t h e  l e a d e r s .  The r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a c r o s s  a l l  f o u r  ty p es  of  
l e a d e r s . a n d  a c r o s s  a l l  t h r e e  dependent  v a r i a b l e s  in on ly  t h r e e  
i n s t a n c e s  was t h e r e  a d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  l e a d e r ' s  and th e  
s u b o r d i n a t e s '  r a t i n g s :  on th e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  measure f o r  f r a t e r n i t i e s
and s o r o r i t i e s ,  on t h e  q u a l i t y  measure f o r  t h e  n u r s e s ,  and on th e  
acce p tanc e  measure f o r  t h e  managers .  In each c ase  t h e  l e a d e r ' s  r a t i n g s  
were h i g h e r  than  t h e  r a t i n g s  o f  t h e  s u b o r d i n a t e s .  Th is  f i n d i n g  
c o i n c i d e s  wi th  t h e  f i n d i n g s  o f  House, F i e l d ,  and Steinman (1982) ,  
t h a t  managers  and t h e i r  s u b o r d i n a t e s  g e n e r a l l y  a g re e  in  t h e i r  
p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  d e c i s i o n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .
One f i n a l  v a r i a b l e  in c lu d e d  in t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  was t im e ;  
d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  q u a l i t y ,  and a c c e p ta n c e  were e v a lu a t e d
immedia tely a f t e r  a d e c i s i o n  was made and a f t e r  a p e r io d  o f  f o u r  t o  
s i x  weeks had e l a p s e d  s in c e  t h e  d e c i s i o n  was made. Across  a l l  f o u r  
t y p e s  o f  l e a d e r s  and a c r o s s  a l l  t h r e e  dependen t  v a r i a b l e s  n o t  once 
was t h e r e  a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  immediate and de layed  
r a t i n g s .  Appa ren t ly ,  e v a l u a t i o n s  o f  d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  q u a l i t y ,  
and a c ce p tan c e  remain s t a b l e  a c r o s s  a t ime p e r i o d  such as t h e  one 
u t i l i z e d  in t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h .
D isc uss ion  o f  t h e  R e s u l t s  f o r  Each Type o f  Leader
More i n s i g h t  i n t o  an e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  the  
p r e s e n t  s tudy  can be had by examining i n d i v i d u a l l y  the  f i n d i n g s  f o r  
each type  of  l e a d e r .  T h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  
t h i s  s tudy  w i l l  be o rg an iz ed  by type  o f  l e a d e r .
Managers
The managers used in  t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  were t h e  s u b j e c t s  
most  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  t y p i c a l  s u b j e c t s  used in p rev io u s  r e s e a r c h  
i n v e s t i g a t i n g  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model . In t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  th e  
r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  managers  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model was 
suppo r ted  by s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t s  f o r  f e a s i b i l i t y  on both the  
measures  o f  d e c i s i o n  q u a l i t y  and th e  measures  o f  d e c i s i o n  a c c e p t a n c e .  
Tha t  i s ,  d e c i s i o n s  made by methods w i t h in  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  were 
p e rc e iv e d  by managers  and t h e i r  s u b o r d i n a t e s  t o  be both o f  h i g h e r  
q u a l i t y  and b e t t e r  a c c e p te d  than  d e c i s i o n s  o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  
These r e s u l t s  c l o s e l y  p a r a l l e l  t h o s e  o f  Vroom and Jago (1978)  who 
found t h a t  manageria l  d e c i s i o n s  t h a t  fo l lowed  th e  Vroom-Yetton model 
r e c e i v e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h i g h e r  r a t i n g s  f o r  d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,
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q u a l i t y ,  and a c c e p t a n c e .  The r a t e  a t  which th e  p r e s e n t  managers '  
d e c i s i o n s  f e l l  w i t h in  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t ,  63% ( see  Table  2 4 ) ,  a l s o  
f o l low s  th e  r e s u l t s  f o r  managers  from p rev io u s  s t u d i e s ,  e . g . ,  r a t e s  
o f  68% (Vroom and Y e t to n ,  1973) ,  65% (Vroom and Jago ,  1978) ,  and 
70% (Wedley and F i e l d ,  1982) .
The v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model was suppor ted  by 
managers  in t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  as  i t  has been in a number o f  o t h e r  
s t u d i e s  ( e . g . ,  Jago and Vroom, 1978;  Vroom and Jago,  1978;  and 
Wedley and F i e l d ,  1982) .  However, p rev io u s  r e s e a r c h  t y p i c a l l y  has 
used e i t h e r  d a ta  t h a t  has  been e n t i r e l y  s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by th e  l e a d e r s  
(Jago and Vroom, 1978; Vroom and Jago ,  1978; Vroom and Y e t ton ,  1973; 
and Wedley and F i e l d ,  1982) o r  h y p o t h e t i c a l  problem s e t  c a ses  t h a t  
have q u e s t i o n a b l e  e x t e r n a l  v a l i d i t y  ( F i e l d ,  1982;  Marger ison and 
Glube, 1979; Pa te  and Heiman, 1981; Vroom and Yet ton,  1973; and 
Wedley and F i e l d ,  1982) .  In t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy ,  a t  l e a s t  f o r  t h e  group 
o f  managers,  the  Vroom-Yetton model was a b l e  t o  w i t h s t a n d  a more 
m e th o d o lo g i c a l l y  r i g o r o u s  t e s t  o f  i t s  v a l i d i t y  t h a t  u t i l i z e d  a c t u a l ,  
c u r r e n t  d e c i s i o n s  and o b j e c t i v e ,  independen t  e s t i m a t e s  o f  d e c i s i o n  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  q u a l i t y ,  and a c c e p t a n c e .
Nurses
The f i n d i n g s  o f  t h i s  s tudy  r e v e a l e d  t h a t  t h e  n u r se s  s uppor ted  
t h e  Vroom-Yetton model on two o f  t h e  t h r e e  e v a l u a t i v e  m easu res .  The 
s i g n i f i c a n t  f e a s i b i l i t y  main e f f e c t s  f o r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and a c c e p ta n c e  
i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  d e c i s i o n s  made by d e c i s i o n  methods t h a t  were c o n s i s t e n t  
wi th  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model were p e rc e iv e d  by t h e  n u r se s  t o  be both
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more e f f e c t i v e  and b e t t e r  a c ce p ted  than d e c i s i o n s  n o t  f o l l o w in g  the  
model .  The one p r e v io u s  s tudy  t h a t  invo lv ed  e v a l u a t i o n s  o f  a c tu a l  
d e c i s i o n s  made by managers  (Vroom and J a g o ,  1978) found t h a t  t h e  main 
e f f e c t  f o r  agreement  w i th  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  accounted  f o r  a s i g n i f i c a n t  
p r o p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  v a r i a n c e  in  o v e r a l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  d e c i s i o n  q u a l i t y ,  
and d e c i s i o n  a c c e p t a n c e .
Tab le  24 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  72% o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  made by th e  nu rses  
f e l l  w i t h in  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t .  O ther  s t u d i e s  u t i l i z i n g  managers to  
i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model have observed  s i m i l a r  r a t e s  of  
f e a s i b l e  d e c i s i o n s :  P a te  and Heiman (1981) found 71%, Vroom and
Yetton  (1973) found 68%, Vroom and Jago (1978) found 65%, and Wedley 
and F i e ld  (1982) found 70%. These f i n d i n g s  s u gge s t  t h a t  n u r s e s '  
d e c i s ion -m ak ing  b e h a v io r  c l o s e l y  r esem ble s  t h a t  o f  t y p i c a l  managers 
used in t h e  p r e s e n t  and in  p r e v io u s  s t u d i e s  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton 
model . Thus,  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  u n d e r l y i n g  t h e  model and t h e  p o t e n t i a l  
a p p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e  model a ppe a r  t o  g e n e r a l i z e  t o  n u r se s  as  l e a d e r s  
in  t h e i r  p r o f e s s i o n a l  s e t t i n g s .
U n i v e r s i t y  A d m i n i s t r a t o r s
The t h i r d  group o f  l e a d e r s  invo lv ed  in  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  
were u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s .  The r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  
f o r  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  r e v e a l e d  no s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  Vroom- 
Yet ton  model on any o f  t h e  t h r e e  dependen t  v a r i a b l e s .  The 
e v a l u a t i o n s  by t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  and t h e i r  f a c u l t y  members 
o f  d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  q u a l i t y ,  and a c c e p ta n c e  showed no v a r i a t i o n  
as  a f u n c t i o n  o f  whe ther  o r  no t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  was made by a method 
t h a t  f e l l  w i t h i n  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t .
The p r e v io u s  s t u d i e s  t e s t i n g  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton 
model ( e . g . ,  Margerison  and Glube,  1979; P a te  and Heiman, 1981;
Vroom and J a g o ,  1978; and Wedley and F ie ld ,  1982) t y p i c a l l y  have used 
managers from b u s in e s s  and i n d u s t r y  as  s u b j e c t s .  L ike w ise ,  t h e  
Vroom-Yetton model was deve loped from d a ta  c o l l e c t e d  from " t y p i c a l "  
managers .  Thus, t h e  Vroom-Yetton model has f a i l e d  what appears  to  
be one of  t h e  f i r s t  t e s t s  o f  i t s  v a l i d i t y  on a sample o f  " a t y p i c a l "  
l e a d e r s .  U n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  d i f f e r  from t y p i c a l  managers in a 
number of  ways.  The a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  in t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  were most ly  
depa r tm en t  chairmen who were appoin ted  wi th  t h e  s a n c t i o n  o f  t h e  membe 
of  t h e i r  de pa r tm e n t .  They were no t  u n i l a t e r a l l y  appo in ted  by upper  
l e v e l  management as  was t h e  c a se  wi th  t h e  managers  invo lved  in the  
s tu d y .  The u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  were comprised o f  a group of  
ve ry  w e l l - e d u c a t e d  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  who g e n e r a l l y  a r e  h i g h ly  regarded  
p r o f e s s i o n a l s  in t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  f i e l d s .  The purpose  o r  goal o f  t h e  
o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  i . e . ,  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y ,  i s  no t  p r o f i t  o r i e n t e d  as  might  
be expe c te d  o f  most  b u s in e s s  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  Thus, i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  
t h a t  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r  would t a k e  a somewhat d i f f e r e n t  
approach  to  managing h i s / h e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n .
I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  had t h e  h i g h e s t  
r a t e  o f  f e a s i b l e  d e c i s i o n s ,  84% ( see  Table  2 4 ) ,  o f  any o f  t h e  fou r  
groups o f  l e a d e r s  t h a t  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h .  Th is  
r a t e  i s  q u i t e  a b i t  h i g h e r  than  t h e  r a t e s  o f  f e a s i b l e  d e c i s i o n s  
r e p o r t e d  f o r  managers  in  e a r l i e r  s t u d i e s ,  e . g . ,  r a t e s  o f  68% (Vroom 
and Y e t to n ,  1973) , 65% (Vroom and Jago ,  1978),  and 70% (Wedley and 
F i e l d ,  1982) .  By t h e  s t a n d a r d  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model ,  u n i v e r s i t y
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a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  a ppe a r  t o  have above ave rage  a b i l i t y  in  d e c i s i o n  
making.  Th is  f a c t ,  coupled  wi th  t h e  g e n e r a l l y  a c r o s s - t h e - b o a r d  high 
r a t i n g s  ( s e e  Tab les  24 and 26) f o r  t h e  measures  o f  d e c i s i o n  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  q u a l i t y ,  and a c c e p t a n c e ,  may, in  p a r t ,  accoun t  f o r  the  
f a i l u r e  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model to  g e n e r a l i z e  t o  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  
s e t t i n g .
F r a t e r n i t y  and S o r o r i t y  P r e s i d e n t s
The f i n a l  group o f  l e a d e r s  in t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  was comprised 
o f  f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  p r e s i d e n t s .  As in t h e  ca se  o f  t h e  
u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  
p r e s i d e n t s  f a i l e d  t o  s u p p o r t  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model .
That  i s ,  t h e  f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  p r e s i d e n t s  and members pe rc e ive d  
no d i f f e r e n c e  in t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  q u a l i t y ,  and a c ce p tan c e  of  
d e c i s i o n s  t h a t  were made by methods t h a t  fo l lowed  th e  Vroom-Yetton 
model and d e c i s i o n s  made by methods t h a t  v i o l a t e d  t h e  r u l e s  unde r ly ing  
the  model .
Again,  as  w i th  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  a c a se  may be 
made t h a t  f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  p r e s i d e n t s  d i f f e r  from " t y p i c a l "  
managers .  The p r e s i d e n t s  a r e  e l e c t e d  l e a d e r s  in t h e  t r u e s t  sense  of  
t h e  term.  Undoubtedly ,  t h e  purpose o r  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  g o a l s  he ld  by 
a f r a t e r n i t y  o r  s o r o r i t y  d i f f e r  from t h o s e  he ld  by a t y p i c a l  b u s in e s s  
o r g a n i z a t i o n .  Yet ,  f r a t e r n i t i e s  and s o r o r i t i e s  a r e  v i a b l e  
o r g a n i z a t i o n s  which r e q u i r e  l e a d e r s h i p  and d e c i s i o n  making t o  f u n c t i o n  
e f f e c t i v e l y .  T h e r e f o r e ,  a t e s t  o f  t h e  g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom- 
Ye t ton  model may r e a s o n a b ly  ex tend  t o  i n c l u d e  t h i s  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  
s e t t i n g .  However, as  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  i n d i c a t e ,  t h e  
v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model d id  no t  w i t h s t a n d  t h e  t e s t .
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The p r e s e n t  s tudy  r e p r e s e n t s  an i n v e s t i g a t i o n  des igned  to  
avo id  some o f  t h e  m ethodolog ica l  d e f i c i e n c i e s  o f  p r e v io u s  a t t e m p t s  to  
v a l i d a t e  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model . S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  
s im u l ta n e o u s ly  i n c o r p o r a t e d  two im por ta n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :  t h e  use
o f  n a t u r a l l y  o c c u r r in g  d e c i s i o n  s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  were c u r r e n t l y  
be ing c o n f ron ted  by th e  l e a d e r s  and t h e  use o f  o b j e c t i v e ,  independen t  
measures  o f  t h e  problem a t t r i b u t e s ,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  method used ,  and the  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  q u a l i t y ,  and acce p tanc e  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n .  However, i t  
i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  i s  no t  f r e e  from e r r o r  and b i a s .
The p o t e n t i a l  b i a s  s tems no t  only from th e  r e s e a r c h  des ig n  o f  t h e  
p r e s e n t  s tudy  bu t  from i n h e r e n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton 
model as  w e l l .  T h e r e f o r e ,  s evera l  p o s s i b l e  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  t h e  
p r e s e n t  s tudy  and t h e  Vroom-Yetton model f o l low .
The l e a d e r s  in t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  were asked to  s e l e c t  f i v e  
c u r r e n t  d e c i s i o n s ,  i n c l u d in g  a t  l e a s t  two t h a t  were i n e f f e c t i v e  
d e c i s i o n s .  Allowing t h e  l e a d e r s  t o  s e l e c t  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  in t r o d u c e d  
a p o t e n t i a l  sou rce  o f  b i a s .  Although t h e  l e a d e r s  were asked to  inc lu d e  
two i n e f f e c t i v e  d e c i s i o n s ,  86% o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  s e l e c t e d  were r a t e d  on 
th e  upper  h a l f  o f  t h e  L i k e r t  s c a l e  f o r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  ( s e e  Table  26) 
and 96% were c o n s id e r e d  to  be s u c c e s s fu l  d e c i s i o n s  ( s e e  Tab le  24) .  
House, F i e l d ,  and Steinman (1982) a l s o  found t h a t  managers  and 
s u b o r d i n a t e s  tended to  g iv e  high r a t i n g s  t o  t h e  s e l e c t e d  d e c i s i o n s  
(managers r a t e d  66% o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  and s u b o r d i n a t e s  r a t e d  83% of  the  
d e c i s i o n s  above th e  m id po in t  on t h e  o v e r a l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  s c a l e ) ,  as  
d id  Vroom and Yet ton (1973)  who r e p o r t e d  t h a t  managers  who were asked
t o  e v a l u a t e  r e c a l l e d  d e c i s i o n s  had a modal r a t i n g  o f  s i x  on a seven-  
p o i n t  s c a l e .  I t  a ppear s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a s t r o n g  s e l e c t i o n  b i a s  o p e r a t i n g  
in  f a v o r  o f  more e f f e c t i v e  d e c i s i o n s .  House, e t .  a l . (1982) 
conc luded on t h e  b a s i s  o f  an as se s sm en t  o f  c onve rge n t  and d i s c r i m i n a n t  
v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  r a t i n g s  by l e a d e r s  and a s i n g l e  s u b o r d i n a t e  t h a t  the  
b i a s  in managerial  r e p o r t i n g  r e f l e c t s  a r e c a l l  b i a s  r a t h e r  than  a 
d i s t o r t i o n  in the  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n .  T h e i r  f i n d i n g s  sugges ted  
t h a t  once t h e  d e c i s i o n  was s e l e c t e d ,  t h e  m anage r ' s  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  the  
d e c i s i o n  p rocess  used and t h e  measures  o f  d e c i s i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  were 
v a l i d .  These f i n d i n g s  may i n d i c a t e  an i n h e r e n t  problem in t h e  s tudy 
o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model . In o r d e r  t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  the  
model i t  i s  n e c e s s a ry  t o  o b t a i n  a sample o f  i n e f f e c t i v e  as  well  as 
e f f e c t i v e  d e c i s i o n s .  Yet , l e a d e r s  a r e  ve ry  r e l u c t a n t  t o  o r  have 
d i f f i c u l t y  r e p o r t i n g  i n e f f e c t i v e  d e c i s i o n s .  Perhaps  f u t u r e  s t u d i e s  
cou ld  be improved i f  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  t o  be in c lu d e d  in  t h e  s tudy  were 
s e l e c t e d  by someone o t h e r  than  th e  l e a d e r  and then  e v a l u a t e d  by th e  
l e a d e r  and th e  s u b o r d i n a t e s .
Another  concern  in  t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  was t h e  high r a t e  o f  
d e c i s i o n s  which f e l l  w i t h i n  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t  ( see  Tab le  24) .
Although th e  o v e r a l l  r a t e  o f  d e c i s i o n  f e a s i b i l i t y  (72%) was s i m i l a r  to  
t h a t  found by p rev io u s  r e s e a r c h e r s  ( e . g . ,  Pa te  and Heiman, 1981;  Vroom 
and Jago,  1978; and Vroom and Yet ton ,  1973) ,  i t  was o f  concern  because  
t h e  somewhat low f requency  o f  r u l e  v i o l a t i o n s  in  t h e  s e l e c t e d  d e c i s i o n s  
and th e  tendency of  l e a d e r s  and s u b o r d i n a t e s  t o  g iv e  h i g h ly  f a v o r a b l e  
r a t i n g s  ( see  Table  26) may have l i m i t e d  compar isons  o f  d e c i s i o n s  
w i t h in  and o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  f e a s i b l e  s e t .  Thus,  a l t h o u g h  t h e  Vroom-Yetton
model i s  d e s c r i p t i v e  o f  d e c i s ion -m ak ing  b e h a v io r ,  t h e  high occ u r r e nce  
o f  f e a s i b l e  d e c i s i o n s  a p p e a r s  t o  l i m i t  s t u d i e s  a t t e m p t in g  to  a s s e s s  
t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  the  model .  The high r a t e  o f  f e a s i b l e  d e c i s i o n s  a l s o  
l i m i t s  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  u s e f u l n e s s  o f  t h e  model as  a p r e s c r i p t i v e  t o o l .  
S ince  app rox im ate ly  70% o f  l e a d e r s '  d e c i s i o n s  f a l l  w i t h in  t h e  f e a s i b l e  
s e t  ( e . g . ,  Pa te  and Heiman, 1981;  Vroom and Y e t ton ,  1973; and Wedley 
and F i e l d ,  1982) ,  t h e  use  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model has  the  p o t e n t i a l  
to  improve only t h e  remain ing  30% o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n s .
Conclusion
A t e s t  o f  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model o f  
d e c i s i o n  making was conduc ted us ing  f o u r  t y p e s  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  
l e a d e r s :  n u r s e s ,  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  managers ,  and f r a t e r n i t y
and s o r o r i t y  p r e s i d e n t s .  The r e s u l t s  f o r  two groups of  l e a d e r s ,  t h e  
managers and th e  n u r s e s ,  g e n e r a l l y  suppor ted  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  
Vroom-Yetton model . However, t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  two o t h e r  groups o f  
l e a d e r s ,  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  and t h e  f r a t e r n i t y  and s o r o r i t y  
p r e s i d e n t s ,  showed no s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  model . These 
equ ivoca l  r e s u l t s  s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  l i m i t a t i o n s  t o  t h e  
a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  the  model .
On t h e  b a s i s  of  t h e  p r e s e n t  s t u d y ,  one migh t  s p e c u l a t e  t h a t  
t h e  Vroom-Yetton model i s  more l i k e l y  t o  prove v a l i d  in l e a d e r s h i p  
s i t u a t i o n s  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  " t y p i c a l "  m anager ia l  s i t u a t i o n s  from which 
t h e  model was deve loped  and wi th  which i t  was s u b s e q u e n t ly  v a l i d a t e d .  
The e x a c t  pa ra m e te r s  d e f i n i n g  t h e s e  s i t u a t i o n s  canno t  be s p e c i f i e d  
from t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h ,  bu t  they  may i n c l u d e  a l e a d e r  who has  been 
a p p o in t e d  by u p p e r - l e v e l  management r a t h e r  than  e l e c t e d  o r  s a n c t i o n e d
by t h e  s u b o r d i n a t e s ,  a l e a d e r  whose pr imary l o y a l t y  i s  to  t h o s e  above 
h im /h e r  in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  h i e r a r c h y  r a t h e r  than to  t h o s e  below 
h im /h e r  in t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  h i e r a r c h y ,  a pr imary  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  
o r i e n t a t i o n  toward p r o f i t  o r  s e r v i c e  r a t h e r  than  toward academic or  
pe rsona l  g o a l s ,  and a consumer s i t u a t i o n  such t h a t  t h e  u se r  o f  the  
s e r v i c e  or  p roduc t  i s  o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  r a t h e r  than  the  
members of  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  i t s e l f .
In sum, t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Vroom-Yetton model was p a r t i a l l y  
s u p po r te d  and p a r t i a l l y  r e f u t e d .  The use o f  t h e  model t o  p r e s c r i b e  
a p p r o p r i a t e  d e c i s ion -m ak ing  methods cannot  g u a ra n t e e  more e f f e c t i v e  
d e c i s i o n s .  However, f o r  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  groups o f  l e a d e r s  t h e  model 
may work t o  reduce  e r r o r s  made in c u r r e n t  manageria l  dec i s ion-m aking  
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CASE 1 - THE FINANCE CASE
You a r e  t h e  head o f  a s t a f f  u n i t  r e p o r t i n g  t o  the  v i c e  p r e s i d e n t  
o f  f i n a n c e .  He has asked you t o  p rov ide  a r e p o r t  on the  f i r m ' s  c u r r e n t  
p o r t f o l i o  t o  i n c l u d e  recommendations f o r  changes in  the  s e l e c t i o n  
c r i t e r i a  c u r r e n t l y  employed. Doubts have been r a i s e d  a b o u t  the  
e f f i c i e n c y  o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  system in  t h e  c u r r e n t  marke t  c o n d i t i o n s ,  and 
t h e r e  i s  c o n s i d e r a b l e  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  p r e v a i l i n g  r a t e s  o f  r e t u r n .
You p lan  t o  w r i t e  t h e  r e p o r t ,  bu t  a t  t h e  moment you a r e  q u i t e  
pe rp l e x ed  abou t  t h e  approach t o  t a k e .  Your own s p e c i a l t y  i s  t h e  bond 
m arke t ,  and i t  i s  c l e a r  t o  you t h a t  d e t a i l e d  knowledge o f  t h e  e q u i t y  
m arke t ,  which you l a c k ,  would g r e a t l y  enhance t h e  va lue  o f  t h e  r e p o r t .  
F o r t u n a t e l y ,  f o u r  members o f  your  s t a f f  a r e  s p e c i a l i s t s  in  d i f f e r e n t  
segments o f  t h e  e q u i t y  m arke t .  T o g e th e r ,  they  p o s s e s s  a v a s t  amount of  
knowledge abou t  t h e  i n t r i c a c i e s  o f  i n v es tm e n t .  However, they  seldom 
a g re e  on th e  b e s t  way to  a c h ieve  a ny th ing  when i t  comes to  inves tment  
ph i lo sophy  and s t r a t e g y .
You have s i x  weeks be fo re  t h e  r e p o r t  i s  due.  You have a l r e a d y  
begun t o  f a m i l i a r i z e  y o u r s e l f  wi th  t h e  f i r m ' s  c u r r e n t  p o r t f o l i o  and have 
been p rov id ed  by management wi th  a s p e c i f i c  s e t  o f  c o n s t r a i n t s  t h a t  any 
p o r t f o l i o  must  s a t i s f y .  Your immediate problem i s  t o  come up wi th  some 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  t h e  f i r m ' s  p r e s e n t  p r a c t i c e s  and s e l e c t  t h e  most 
promis ing  f o r  d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s  in your  r e p o r t .
CASE 2 -  INTERNATIONAL CONSULTING COMPANY
You a r e  r e g i o n a l  manager  o f  an i n t e r n a t i o n a l  management 
c o n s u l t i n g  company. You have a s t a f f  o f  s i x  c o n s u l t a n t s  r e p o r t i n g  to  
you ,  each o f  whom en jo y s  a c o n s i d e r a b l e  amount o f  autonomy wi th  c l i e n t s  
in  t h e  f i e l d .
Yes te rday  you r e c e i v e d  a c om p la in t  from one of  your  major  c l i e n t s  
to  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  t h e  c o n s u l t a n t  whom you a s s i g n e d  to  work on the  
c o n t r a c t  w i th  them was no t  doing h i s  jo b  e f f e c t i v e l y .  They were not  
ve ry  e x p l i c i t  as  t o  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  problem, bu t  i t  was c l e a r  t h a t  they  
were d i s s a t i s f i e d  and t h a t  something would have t o  be done i f  your  were 
t o  r e s t o r e  the  c l i e n t ' s  f a i t h  in  your  company.
The c o n s u l t a n t  a s s i g n e d  t o  work on t h a t  c o n t r a c t  has been wi th  
t h e  company f o r  s i x  y e a r s .  He i s  a systems a n a l y s t  and i s  one o f  the  
b e s t  in  t h a t  p r o f e s s i o n .  For t h e  f i r s t  f o u r  o r  f i v e  y e a r s  h i s  
pe rformance  was s u p e rb ,  and he was a model f o r  t h e  more j u n i o r  
c o n s u l t a n t s .  However, r e c e n t l y  he has seemed t o  have a "ch ip  on h i s  
s h o u l d e r , "  and h i s  p r e v i o u s  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w i th  t h e  company and i t s  
o b j e c t i v e s  has been r e p l a c e d  w i th  i n d i f f e r e n c e .  His n e g a t i v e  a t t i t u d e  
has been n o t i c e d  by o t h e r  c o n s u l t a n t s ,  as  wel l  as  by c l i e n t s .  This  i s  
n o t  t h e  f i r s t  such c o m p la in t  t h a t  you have had from a c l i e n t  t h i s  y e a r  
abou t  h i s  pe rfo rmance .  A p r e v io u s  c l i e n t  even r e p o r t e d  t o  you t h a t  the  
c o n s u l t a n t  r e p o r t e d  t o  work se v e r a l  t im es  o b v io u s ly  s u f f e r i n g  from a 
hangover  and t h a t  he had been seen around town in t h e  company o f  " f a s t "  
women.
I t  i s  i m p o r ta n t  t o  g e t  t o  t h e  r o o t  o f  t h i s  problem q u ic k ly  i f  
t h a t  c l i e n t  i s  t o  be r e t a i n e d .  The c o n s u l t a n t  o b v io u s ly  has t h e  s k i l l  
n e c e s s a r y  t o  work w i th  t h e  c l i e n t s  e f f e c t i v e l y .  I f  on ly  he were w i l l i n g  
t o  use i t !
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CASE 3 -  THE UNIVERSAL DATA SYSTEM
You a r e  on t h e  d i v i s i o n  m anager ' s  s t a f f  and work on a wide 
v a r i e t y  o f  problems o f  bo th  an a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and a t e c h n i c a l  n a t u r e .
You have been g iven  t h e  a ssignment  o f  deve lop ing  a u n i v e r s a l  method to  
be used in  each o f  t h e  f i v e  p l a n t s  in  the  d i v i s i o n  f o r  manual ly  read ing  
equipment  r e g i s t e r s ,  r e c o r d in g  t h e  r e a d i n g s ,  and t r a n s m i t t i n g  the  
s c o r i n g s  t o  a c e n t r a l i z e d  in fo r m a t io n  system. All p l a n t s  a r e  l o c a t e d  in  
a r e l a t i v e l y  small  g e o g ra p h ic a l  r eg io n .
Unt i l  now t h e r e  has been a high e r r o r  r a t e  in  t h e  read ing  a n d /o r  
t r a n s m i t t a l  o f  t h e  d a t a .  Some l o c a t i o n s  have c o n s id e r a b l y  h i g h e r  e r r o r  
r a t e s  than  o t h e r s ,  and t h e  methods used t o  r ec o rd  and t r a n s m i t  t h e  da ta  
vary  between p l a n t s .  I t  i s  p r o b a b l e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  p a r t  o f  t h e  e r r o r  
v a r i a n c e  i s  a f u n c t i o n  o f  s p e c i f i c  lo c a l  c o n d i t i o n s  r a t h e r  than any th ing  
e l s e ,  and t h i s  w i l l  c o m p l ic a t e  t h e  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  any system common to  
a l l  p l a n t s .  You have t h e  in fo r m a t io n  on e r r o r  r a t e s  but  no in fo r m a t io n  
on t h e  lo c a l  p r a c t i c e s  t h a t  g e n e r a t e  t h e s e  e r r o r s  o r  on the  l o c a l  
c o n d i t i o n s  t h a t  n e c e s s i t a t e  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  p r a c t i c e s .
Everyone would b e n e f i t  from an improvement in  the  q u a l i t y  o f  the  
d a ta  as i t  i s  used in  a number o f  i-mportant d e c i s i o n s .  Your c o n t a c t s  
wi th  t h e  p l a n t s  a r e  th rough  th e  q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l  s u p e r v i s o r s ,  who a re  
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  c o l l e c t i n g  t h e  d a t a .  They a r e  a c o n s c i e n t i o u s  group 
commit ted t o  doing t h e i r  j o b s  wel l  bu t  a r e  h i g h ly  s e n s i t i v e  t o  
i n t e r f e r e n c e  on th e  p a r t  o f  h i g h e r  management in  t h e i r  own o p e r a t i o n s .  
Any s o l u t i o n  t h a t  does no t  r e c e i v e  t h e  a c t i v e  s u p p o r t  of  t h e  v a r io u s  
p l a n t  s u p e r v i s o r s  i s  u n l i k e l y  t o  reduce  th e  e r r o r  r a t e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y .
CASE 4 -  THE OIL PIPELINE
You a r e  ge n e ra l  foreman in charge  o f  a l a r g e  gang l a y i n g  an o i l  
p i p e l i n e .  I t  i s  now n e c e s s a ry  t o  e s t i m a t e  you r  expec ted  r a t e  o f  
p r o g r e s s  in  o r d e r  t o  s c hedu le  m a t e r i a l  d e l i v e r i e s  t o  the  nex t  f i e l d  
s i t e .
You know t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  t e r r a i n  you w i l l  be t r a v e l i n g  and 
have in  your  r e c o r d s  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  d a ta  needed t o  compute t h e  mean and 
v a r i a n c e  in  t h e  r a t e  o f  speed over  t h a t  type  o f  t e r r a i n .  Given th e s e  
two v a r i a b l e s  i t  i s  a s im ple  m a t t e r  t o  c a l c u l a t e  t h e  e a r l i e s t  and l a t e s t  
t im es  a t  which m a t e r i a l s  and s u p p o r t  f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be needed a t  the  
nex t  s i t e .  I t  i s  i m p o r ta n t  t h a t  you r  e s t i m a t e  be r e a s o n a b ly  a c c u r a t e .  
U nde res t im a te s  r e s u l t  in  i d l e  formen and w o rke rs ,  and an o v e r e s t im a t e  
r e s u l t s  in  t y in g  up m a t e r i a l s  f o r  a p e r io d  o f  t ime b e f o r e  they  a r e  t o  
be used.
P r o g re s s  has  been good,  and your  f i v e  foremen and o t h e r  members 
o f  t h e  gang s t a n d  t o  r e c e i v e  s u b s t a n t i a l  bonuses  i f  t h e  p r o j e c t  i s  
completed ahead o f  s c h e d u le .
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CASE 5 -  THE PHARMACEUTICAL COMPANY
You a r e  e x e c u t iv e  v ice  p r e s i d e n t  f o r  a small pha rm aceu t ica l  
m an u fa c tu re r .  You have t h e  o p p o r tu n i ty  t o  bid on a c o n t r a c t  f o r  the  
Defense Department  p e r t a i n i n g  t o  b i o l o g i c a l  w a r f a r e .  The c o n t r a c t  i s  
o u t s i d e  t h e  mainstream o f  your  b u s i n e s s ;  however,  i t  cou ld  make economic 
s e n s e ,  s i n c e  you do have unused c a p a c i t y  in  one o f  your  p l a n t s ,  and the  
m anufac tu r in g  p r o c e s s e s  a r e  no t  d i s s i m i l a r .
You have w r i t t e n  t h e  document t o  accompany the  b id  and now have 
th e  problem o f  d e te rm in ing  th e  d o l l a r  va lue  o f  t h e  q u o t a t i o n  which you 
t h i n k  w i l l  win the  j o b  f o r  your  company. I f  t h e  b id  i s  too  h i g h ,  you 
w i l l  undoubtedly l o s e  t o  one o f  your  c o m p e t i t o r s ;  i f  i t  i s  too  low, you 
would s t a n d  t o  l o s e  money on t h e  program.
There a r e  many f a c t o r s  t o  be c o n s id e r e d  in  making t h i s  d e c i s i o n ,  
i n c l u d in g  the  c o s t  o f  t h e  new raw m a t e r i a l s  and the  a d d i t i o n a l  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  burden o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i th  a new c l i e n t ,  no t  t o  speak 
o f  f a c t o r s  t h a t  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  i n f l u e n c e  th e  bids  o f  you r  c o m p e t i t o r s ,  
such as  how much they  need t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  c o n t r a c t .  You have been busy 
a ssembling  t h e  n e c e s s a ry  d a ta  t o  make t h i s  d e c i s i o n ,  bu t  t h e r e  remain 
s e v e r a l  "unknowns", one o f  which i n v o lv e s  t h e  manager o f  the  p l a n t  in 
which th e  new p roduc t s  w i l l  be m anufac tu red .  Of a l l  your  s u b o r d i n a t e s ,  
on ly  he i s  in  t h e  p o s i t i o n  t o  e s t i m a t e  t h e  c o s t s  o f  a d a p t in g  the  p r e s e n t  
equipment  t o  i t s  new p u rp o se ,  and h i s  c o o p e r a t i o n  and s u p p o r t  w i l l  be 
n e c e s s a ry  in  e n s u r in g  t h a t  t h e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e  c o n t r a c t  w i l l  be 
met. However, in an i n i t i a l  d i s c u s s i o n  w i th  him when you f i r s t  l e a r n e d  
o f  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  c o n t r a c t ,  he seemed adamantly opposed t o  the  
i d e a .  His p rev ious  e x p e r i e n c e  has no t  p a r t i c u l a r l y  equ ipped  him wi th  
t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  e v a l u a t e  p r o j e c t s  l i k e  t h i s  one ,  so you were no t  o v e r l y  
i n f l u e n c e d  by h i s  o p i n i o n s .  From th e  n a t u r e  o f  h i s  a rgum ents ,  you 
i n f e r r e d  t h a t  h i s  o p p o s i t i o n  was i d e o l o g i c a l  r a t h e r  than  economic.  You 
r e c a l l  t h a t  he was a c t i v e l y  invo lv ed  in  lo c a l  "peace o r g a n i z a t i o n s "  and 
was one o f  t h e  most vocal  opponents  in  t h e  company t o  t h e  war in  Vietnam.
CASE 6 -  OVERSEAS ASSIGNMENT CASE
You a r e  s u p e r v i s i n g  th e  work o f  twe lve  e n g i n e e r s .  T h e i r  formal  
t r a i n i n g  and work e x p e r i e n c e  a re  ve ry  s i m i l a r ,  p e r m i t t i n g  you to  use 
them i n t e r c h a n g e a b l y  on p r o j e c t s .  Y e s te rda y ,  you r  manager informed you 
t h a t  a r e q u e s t  had been r e c e iv e d  from an ov e rs e a s  a f f i l i a t e  f o r  fo u r  
e n g in e e r s  t o  go abroad  on extended  loan  f o r  a p e r io d  o f  s i x  t o  e i g h t  
months.  For a number o f  r e a s o n s  he a rg u e d ,  and you a g re e d ,  t h a t  t h i s  
r e q u e s t  shou ld  be met from your  group.
All you r  e n g i n e e r s  a r e  c a p ab le  o f  ha nd l ing  t h i s  a s s ig n m en t ,  and,  
from th e  s t a n d p o i n t  o f  p r e s e n t  and f u t u r e  p r o j e c t s ,  t h e r e  i s  no 
p a r t i c u l a r  r eason  why any one should  be r e t a i n e d  over  any o t h e r .  The 
problem i s  somewhat com p l ica ted  by th e  f a c t  t h a t  the  o v e rs e a s  a ss ignment  
i s  in  what i s  g e n e r a l l y  r ega rde d  as  an u n d e s i r a b l e  l o c a t i o n .
Appendix B 
Response Format f o r  Leaders
This in fo rm ation  is  being c o lle c te d  as p a rt o f  a study on 
leadersh ip  and d ec is ion  making. In  your p o s itio n  as a leader you are  
requ ired  to  make many decis ions each day. Some o f these decis ions may 
re q u ire  you to  seek in fo rm atio n  from others in  your o rg an iza tio n  w h ile  
w ith  o th er decis ions i t  may be a p p ro p ria te  th a t  you solve the problem  
e n t i r e ly  on your own. Research on decis ion  making emphasizes th a t  no 
one decision-m aking s tra te g y  is  best under a l l  circum stances.
In  the present study we are  c o lle c t in g  in fo rm ation  on decis ion  
making from a v a r ie ty  o f  le a d e rs . In  o rder to  gain  a more complete 
understanding o f the decis ion-m aking process, i t  is  necessary to  
c o lle c t  in fo rm ation  o f a number o f decis ions made by each le a d e r.
We would l ik e  fo r  you to  choose f iv e  dec is ions th a t you are  c u rre n tly  
fac in g  to  use in  th is  s tudy. You may choose any 5̂  decis ions th a t  you 
wish as long as they meet the fo llo w in g  c r i t e r ia :
1. I t  must be a decision-m aking s itu a t io n  o r problem and not 
a s o lu tio n .
2 . I t  must be w ith in  your area o f freedom or d is c re tio n  to  
make the d ec is io n .
3. I t  must have p o te n t ia l e ffe c ts  on a t  le a s t two o f your 
subord inates.
4 . I t  must be a d ec is ion  th a t w i l l  have been made w ith in  
the next seven days.
5 . Of the  f iv e  d e c is io n s , s e le c t a t  le a s t  two th a t  you b e lie v e  
may be in e f fe c t iv e  d ec is ion s .
For each o f th e  f iv e  decision-m aking s itu a t io n s , we would l ik e  
f o r  you to  provide a b r ie f  w r it te n  d e s c rip tio n  o f the  problem and 
to  answer the 14 questions th a t  fo llo w . The d e s c r ip tio n  o f the problem  
should not be w r it te n  u n t i l  a f t e r  the  d ec is ion  has been made. A 
response form at fo r  each problem w ith  g u id e lin es  fo r  re p o rtin g  the 
s itu a t io n  and answering the  questions fo llo w s .
Below please w r ite  a b r ie f  d es c rip tio n  o f the problem s itu a t io n .  
Include in fo rm ation  th a t  you b e lie v e  was im portant in  reaching a 
d ec is io n . I f  they ap p ly , the fo llo w in g  s itu a tio n a l aspects should be 
included in  the problem d e s c rip tio n :
a) whether or not one s o lu tio n  is  l i k e ly  to  be more e f fe c t iv e  
than another
b) i f  s p e c if ic  in fo rm ation  is  necessary to  solve the problem 
o r to  make the d ec is io n , who has th is  in fo rm ation
c) whether o r not i t  is  im portant th a t  the subordinates accept 
the dec is ion
d) whether or not subordinates are l ik e ly  to  accept a decis ion
made by you, the le a d e r, by y o u rs e lf
e ) whether or not subordinates are l i k e ly  to  be in  c o n f lic t
over the decis ion
f )  the method or procedure used to  f in d  a s o lu tio n  to  the
problem o r to  make the decis ion
The fo llo w in g  examples o f problem s itu a tio n s  might be h e lp fu l 
to  you. The s itu a t io n a l aspects l is te d  above are id e n t if ie d  in  the  
examples w ith  an a s te r is k  and the l e t t e r  id e n t ify in g  which aspect the  
in fo rm ation  re fe rs  to .
Example 1.
A newly appointed chairman o f a u n iv e rs ity  department was faced  
w ith  the task o f assign ing  the courses to  be taught among h is  seven-
member fa c u lty .  He judged th a t  i t  was im portant to  match the
requirem ents o f the  course w ith  the competence and t ra in in g  o f  the  
fa c u lty  member ( * a ) .  The chairman knew (*b )  the course d escrip tion s  
and the  areas in  which the  fa c u lty  were tra in e d  and were c u rre n tly  doing 
research . The chairman b e lieved  th a t  i t  was im portant th a t  the fa c u lty  
accept the  dec is ion  ( * c )  because they would have to  teach the courses 
and would not be c lo s e ly  supervised in  the  classroom. The chairman also  
b e lieved  th a t  as the chairman o f the department the  fa c u lty  saw i t  as 
h is  job  to  make the  course assignments and th a t  they would accept h is
decis ions ( * d ) .  The chairman assigned the courses as he thought
a p p ro p ria te  and sent a memo to  each fa c u lty  member concerned contain ing  
the courses he was expected to  teach ( * f ) .
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Example 2 .
A p la n t manager and h is  s t a f f  were about to  move in to  a new 
p la n t. On insp ectin g  the  p lans, he discovered th a t  th e re  were 
in s u f f ic ie n t  reserved parking places (d ir e c t ly  in  f ro n t  o f the b u ild in g )  
to  accommodate a l l  s ix  o f  h is  department heads. The design o f the 
b u ild in g  perm itted  only  fo u r such parking places w ith  a l l  o th er cars 
having to  park across the  s tr e e t  in  a la rg e  parking lo t .  There was no 
poss ib le  way to  increase  the number o f  parking spaces w ith ou t modifying  
the design o f the b u ild in g , and the cost would be p ro h ib it iv e .  Each o f 
the department heads expected to  rece ive  a reserved parking space ( * d ) .  
Any s o lu tio n  which had the support o f the department heads ( *c )  would 
s a t is fy  the p la n t manager ( * a ) .  The manager decided to  l e t  the 
department heads develop a s o lu tio n  ( * f ) .
Example 3 .
A manager had been chosen by h is  f irm  to  a ttend  a nine-week  
sen io r execu tive  program a t  a famous u n iv e rs ity . The problem was to  
choose one o f h is  subordinates to  take his p lace during h is  absence.
A ll o f  the subordinates were capable o f handling th is  assignment ( * a ) ,  
and from the standpoin t o f  present and fu tu re  p ro je c ts , th e re  was no 
p a r t ic u la r  reason why any one should be chosen over any o th e r. The 
problem was somewhat com plicated by the  fa c t  th a t  th is  assignment is  
g e n e ra lly  regarded in  the company as a very d e s ira b le  p o s itio n  ( * e ) .
The manager consulted each o f h is  subordinates to  see why he/she 
would or would not want to  take h is  p lace . The manager then se lec ted  
the subordinate th a t  had the most convincing arguments to  assume his  





Please w r ite  a b r ie f  d e s c r ip tio n  o f  the  problem o r decision-m aking
s itu a t io n .  R e fer to  the s ix  s itu a t io n a l aspects ( a - f ) ,  which 
are  l is te d  below , to  help  guide you in  your w r i t in g .
a ) whether o r not one s o lu tio n  is  l i k e ly  to  be more e ffe c t iv e
than another
b) i f  s p e c if ic  in fo rm atio n  is  necessary to  so lve  the problem
or to  make the d e c is io n , who has th is  in fo rm ation
c) whether or not i t  is  im portan t th a t  the subordinates
accept th e  d ec is ion
d) whether o r not subordinates are  l i k e ly  to  accept a dec is ion
made by you, the le a d e r , by y o u rs e lf
e ) whether o r not subordinates are l i k e ly  to  be in  c o n f l ic t
over the  d ec is ion
f )  the method o r procedure used to  f in d  a s o lu tio n  to  the
problem o r to  make the  d ec is io n
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2
R efer to  the problem o r decision-m aking s itu a t io n  you ju s t  described
and answer the fo llo w in g  questions by marking the response th a t  
you b e lie v e  is  the  most accurate .
1. How was th is  d ec is ion  made?
 (a )  You made the dec is ion  by y o u rs e lf  w ith  the in fo rm ation
a v a ila b le  to  you a t  the  tim e .
 (b ) You obtained any necessary in fo rm ation  from in d iv id u a ls , then
you decided on the s o lu tio n  to  the problem y o u rs e lf . (The 
in d iv id u a ls  may or may not have known what the problem was 
when they supplied  the in fo rm a tio n .)
 (c )  You shared the problem w ith  re le v a n t in d iv id u a ls  on an
in d iv id u a l b a s is , g e tt in g  t h e i r  ideas and suggestions 
w ith ou t b rin g in g  them to g e th er as a group. Then you made 
the d e c is io n , which may o r may not have been based on the  
in d iv id u a l suggestions.
 (d ) You shared the  problem w ith  in d iv id u a ls  in  a group meeting in
which the in d iv id u a ls ' ideas and suggestions were g iven .
Then .you made the d e c is io n , which may or may not have been 
based on the in d iv id u a ls 's u g g e s tio n s .
 (e )  You shared the problem w ith  in d iv id u a ls  as a group,
a lte r n a t iv e s  were e v a lu a te d , and the decis ion  was made as a 
group.
2. Was the process used to  make the dec is ion  the most app ro pria te  or
best method to  use to  so lve th is  problem?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
3. I f  the  process used to  make th is  d ec is ion  was not the most
a p p ro p ria te  o r best method to  use fo r  th is  problem, which o f  




( f )  The method in d ic a te d  in  Question #1 is  the  best method.
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4 . Who was a ffe c te d  by the decision?
 (a )  o n ly  one in d iv id u a l
 (b ) severa l in d iv id u a ls
 (c )  alm ost the  e n t ire  o rg an iza tio n
 (d ) no one in  the o rg a n iza tio n  was a ffe c te d
5. Was th e re  a " q u a lity "  requirem ent in  th is  problem such th a t one
s o lu tio n  o r dec is ion  was l ik e ly  to  be b e t te r  than any o ther
s o lu tio n  or decision?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
6. Did you have enough in fo rm atio n  to  make a high q u a lity  dec is ion
b efo re  con su lting  o th e r in d iv id u a ls ?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
7. Was the problem s tru c tu re d , th a t  is ,  was the problem c le a r  and the
avenues o f f in d in g  a s o lu tio n  s tra ig h t  forward?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
8. For the dec is ion  to  be implemented o r fo llow ed  through was i t
necessary fo r  the in d iv id u a ls  invo lved  to  accept the 
d ec is ion  o r to  be cormritted to  the so lu tio n ?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
9. I f  you made th is  d ec is io n  by y o u rs e lf ,  would i t  be reasonably
c e r ta in  th a t  i t  would be accepted by the  in d iv id u a ls  in  the
o rg an iza tio n ?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
10. Do the in d iv id u a ls  invo lved  w ith  th is  problem share the
o rg a n iz a tio n a l goals to  be obtained by so lv in g  th is  problem?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
11. Are in d iv id u a ls  l i k e ly  to  be in  c o n f l ic t  over d if f e r e n t  so lu tions
to  th is  problem?
 (a )  yes
(b)  no
12. How e f fe c t iv e  was the  dec is ion  th a t  was made?
 _____ ( a ) extrem ely  in e f fe c t iv e
 _____ (b ) q u ite  in e f fe c t iv e
  (c )  s l ig h t ly  in e f fe c t iv e
 ____ (d ) s l ig h t ly  e f fe c t iv e
._____ (e )  q u ite  e f fe c t iv e
 _____ ( f )  ex trem ely  e f f e c t iv e
13. How do you ra te  the  tec h n ic a l q u a l i ty  o f  th is  decision? That is  
th e re  were an o b je c tiv e ly "  c o rre c t s o lu tio n  to  th is  
problem , how would the q u a lity  o f your dec is ion  compare?
 (a )  extrem ely  low
 .(b) q u ite  low
 (c )  s l ig h t ly  low
 ( d )  s l ig h t ly  high
 ____ (e )  q u ite  high
 ____ ( f )  extrem ely high
14. How w e ll was th is  d ec is ion  accepted by the in d iv id u a ls  a ffe c te d  
by the  decision?
 (a )  t o t a l ly  unaccepted
 (b ) m ostly  unaccepted
 (c )  s l ig h t ly  unaccepted
 _ (d )  s l ig h t ly  accepted
 (e )  m ostly accepted
 ( f )  t o t a l ly  accepted
Appendix C 
Response Formats f o r  S u b o r d in a t e s
GUIDELINES FOR PARTICIPANTS IN THE DECISION-MAKING STUDY
This Information 1b being collected as part of a study on leadership
and decision making. Specifically we are Interested in three aspects of
decision making:
1. Decislon-Haklng Methods. This study Is attempting to determine if
different methods or ways of making decisions are differentially 
effective depending upon the situation surrounding the decision. 
Research on decision making has Identified 5 methods of decision 
making that are theoretically linked to different situational 
characteristics. This study 16 attempting to test some of these 
theoretical relationships by asking a group of fifty "leaders" to 
select five decisions they.have made in their role as a leader 
and by having the leader answer a short (14 Item) questionnaire 
about each decision.
2. Organizational Members' Perceptions of Decisions. This study Is also
attempting to determine If a leader's perception of the decision­
making situation agrees with the perceptions cf the members of 
his/her organization. Thus, we are asking members from each of 
the leader's organization to answer the same short questionnaire 
about each of the five decisions selected by the leader of the 
organization.
3. Time. Each leader was asked to select current decisions. These decisions
will then be evaluated while they are still current, perhaps before 
they are even Implemented. After a period of approximately 4 weeks 
has elapsed, each leader and organizational member participating In 
the study will be asked to evaluate each decision a second time 
by answering the same short questionnaire about the same five 
decisions. Thl6 16 to determine If the evaluation of decisions 
while they are current differs from the evaluation of the same 
decisions after some time ha6 elapsed when the effectiveness of 
the decision may be more apparent.
PROCEDURE
A. Please answer every question on each questionnaire. There are no "right" 
or "wrong" answers; we are Interested only in your opinion. If you do 
not know the answer to a question, please mark the answer thet you think 
Is probably appropriate - even If thl6 means guessing what might result 
In the future.
B. Your answers will be kept strictly confidential. NO ONE, other than the 
researchers, will see your answers. (The results of the study will not 
identify any individual responses.) To help ensure your anonymity, an 
ID number and not your name will be used on the questionnaires (see the 
blue sheet).
C. You will be SBked to answer the same questions after a period of three to 
four weeks ha6 elapsed. (This is why we need an ID number - so we can 
match your two set6 of questionnaires to see if your opinion ha6 changed.)
D. If you have any questions about how to answer these questionnaires or
about the study in general, please call me:
, . „  . ,00 .... (This is the LSU PsychologyBetsy Erffmeyer phone: 38B-8745 ' v , *r Dept. You can leave a message
and 1 will get back in touch with you.)
E. These questionnaires should be completed and returned to:
Please return them by:
The time you are taking to participate in this study is greatly appreciated.
THANK YOU)
The In fo rm atio n  asked fo r  on the  fo llo w in g  pages w i l l  be used 
in  a study being conducted on leadersh ip  and d ec is ion  making. The 
source o f  the  in fo rm atio n  ( in d iv id u a ls  and o rg a n iz a tio n s ) w i l l  be kept 
s t r i c t l y  c o n f id e n t ia l .  No in d iv id u a l respondents w i l l  be id e n t i f ie d  
to  anyone o th e r than the research er. T h e re fo re , we ask th a t  you do 
not put. your name on th is  sh ee t. However, since you w i l l  be asked to  
ra te  severa l dec is ions im m ediately a f t e r  they occur and a f t e r  some tim e  
has passed since the  d ec is io n  was made, i t  is  necessary th a t  you put 
an ID number on your response sheets so th a t  we may match your two 
r a t in g s . P lease use the  la s t  fo u r d ig its  o f  your s o c ia l s e c u r ity  
number as your ID number. Only you w i l l  be ab le  to  id e n t i f y  your 
number but we, the  re s e a rc h e rs , w i l l  be ab le  to  p a ir  your f i r s t  ra t in g  
w ith  your second ra t in g .
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In answering the following questions, please refer to 
the decision to
Please regard ____________________________________  as the
"leader" referred to in the questions.
ID # ____
Problem #
Approximate date of decision:
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Answer the  fo llo w in g  questions by marking the response th a t  you 
b e lie v e  is  the most accurate .
1. How was th is  d ec is ion  made?
 (a )  The le a d e r made the decis ion  by h im s e lf /h e rs e lf  w ith  the
in fo rm atio n  a v a ila b le  to  h im /her a t  the  tim e.
 (b )  The le a d e r obtained any necessary in fo rm atio n  from in d iv id u a ls ,
then the le a d e r decided on the  s o lu tio n  to  the problem  
h im s e lf /h e r s e lf . (The in d iv id u a ls  may o r may not have 
known what the problem was when they supplied  the  
in fo rm a t io n .)
 (c )  The le a d e r shared the problem w ith  re le v a n t in d iv id u a ls  on an
in d iv id u a l b a s is , g e ttin g  t h e i r  ideas and suggestions 
w ith o u t b rin g in g  them to g e th er as a group. Then the leader 
made the d e c is io n , which may o r may not have been based on 
the  in d iv id u a l suggestions.
 (d ) The lead er shared the problem w ith  in d iv id u a ls  in  a group
m eeting in  which the in d iv id u a ls ' ideas and suggestions 
were g iven . Then the lead er made the d e c is io n , which may or 
may not have been based on the in d iv id u a ls ' suggestions.
 (e )  The lead er shared the problem w ith  in d iv id u a ls  as a group,
a lte r n a t iv e s  were eva lu a te d , and the  decis ion  was made as a 
group.
2 . Was the process used to  make the dec is ion  the most ap p ro p ria te  or
best method to  use to  solve th is  problem?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
3. I f  the  process used to  make th is  dec is ion  was not the  most
a p p ro p ria te  o r best method to  use fo r  th is  problem , which o f 






( f )  the method in d ic a te d  in  Question #1 is  the best method.
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4 . Who was a ffe c te d  by the  decision?
 (a )  o n ly  one In d iv id u a l
 (b ) severa l In d iv id u a ls
 (c )  alm ost th e  e n t ir e  o rg an iza tio n
 (d ) no one in  th e  o rg a n iza tio n  was a ffe c te d
5 . Was th e re  a " q u a lity "  requirem ent in  th is  problem such th a t  one
s o lu tio n  o r  d ec is ion  was l i k e ly  to  be b e t te r  than any o th er
s o lu tio n  o r decis ion?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
6. Did the  le a d e r have enough in fo rm atio n  to  make a high q u a lity
d ec is ion  b efo re  con su lting  o th er in d iv id u a ls ?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
7 . Was the  problem s tru c tu re d , th a t  i s ,  was the problem c le a r  and the
avenues o f  f in d in g  a s o lu tio n  s tr a ig h t  forward?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
8. For the d ec is ion  to  be Implemented o r fo llo w ed  through was i t
necessary fo r  the  In d iv id u a ls  invo lved  to  accept the  
d ec is io n  o r  to  be co rm itted  to  the  so lu tio n ?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
9 . I f  the  le a d e r made th is  d ec is io n  by h im s e lf /h e r s e lf ,  would i t  be
reasonably c e r ta in  th a t  i t  would be accepted by the  
in d iv id u a ls  in  the  o rg an iza tio n ?
 (a )  yes
 (b )  no
10. Do the in d iv id u a ls  invo lved  w ith  th is  problem share the
o rg a n iz a tio n a l goals to  be obtained by so lv in g  th is  problem?
 (a )  yes
 (b )  no
11. Are In d iv id u a ls  l i k e ly  to  be 1n c o n f l ic t  over d if f e r e n t  s o lu tio n s
to  th is  problem?
 (a )  yes
 (b )  no
12. How e f fe c t iv e  was th e  d ec is ion  th a t  was made?
 (a )  ex trem ely  In e f fe c t iv e
 (b ) q u ite  in e f fe c t iv e
 (c )  s l ig h t ly  in e f fe c t iv e
 (d ) s l ig h t ly  e f f e c t iv e
 (e )  q u ite  e f fe c t iv e
 ( f )  extrem ely  e f fe c t iv e
13. How do you ra te  th e  te c h n ic a l Q u a lity  o f  th is  decis ion?  That i s ,  
i f  th e re  were an " o b je c t iv e ly "  c o rre c t  s o lu tio n  to  th is  
problem , how would the q u a l i ty  o f  your d ec is io n  compare?
 (a )  ex trem ely  low
 (b )  q u ite  low
 (c )  s l ig h t ly  low
 (d )  s l ig h t ly  h igh
 (e )  q u ite  high
 ( f )  ex trem ely  high
14. How w e ll was th is  d ec is io n  accepted by the  in d iv id u a ls  a ffe c te d  
by th e  d ec is ion?
 (a )  t o t a l ly  unaccepted
 (b ) m ostly  unaccepted
 ( c )  s l ig h t ly  unaccepted
 (d ) s l ig h t ly  accepted
 (e )  m ostly  accepted
 ( f )  t o t a l ly  accepted
Appendix D 
Delayed Response Format f o r  Leaders
GUIDELINES FOR PARTICIPANTS IN THE DECISION-MAKING STUDY
This information is being collected as part of a study on leadership 
and decision making. Specifically ve are Interested in three aspects of 
decision making:
1. Decision-Making Methods. This study is attempting to determine if
different methods or ways of making decisions are differentially 
effective depending upon the situation surrounding the decision. 
Research on decision making has identified 5 methods of decision 
making that are theoretically linked to different situational 
characteristics. This study 16 attempting to test some of these 
theoretical relationships by asking a group of fifty '‘leaders'1 to 
select five decisions they have made in their role as a leader 
and by having the leader answer a short (14 item) questionnaire 
about each decision.
2. Organizational Members* Perceptions of Decisions. This study 16 also 
attempting to determine if a leader's perception of the decision­
making situation agrees with the perceptions of the members of 
his/her organization. Thus, we are asking members from each of 
the leader’s organization to answer the same short questionnaire 
about each of the five decisions selected by the leader of the 
organization.
Time. Each leader was asked to select current decisions. These decisions
will then be evaluated while they are still current, perhaps before 
they are even implemented. After a period of approximately 4 weeks 
has elapsed, each leader and organizational member participating in 
the study will be asked to evaluate each decision a second time 
by answering the same short questionnaire about the same five 
decisions. This is to determine if the evaluation of decisions 
while they are current differs from the evaluation of the same 
decisions after some time has elapsed when the effectiveness of 
the decision may be more apparent.
Please answer every question on each questionnaire. There are no "right" 
or "wrong" answers; we are Interested only in your opinion. If you do 
not know the answer to a question, please mark the answer that you think 
is probably appropriate - even if this means guessing what might result 
in the future.
B. Your answers will be kept strictly confidential. NO ONE, other than the 
researchers, will see your answers. (The results of the study will not 
identify any individual responses.)
C. You will be asked to answer the same questions after a period of three to 
four weeks ha6 elapsed,
D. If you have any questions about how to answer these questionnaires or 
about the study lu general, please call me:
Betsy Erffmeyer phone: 388-8745 isvthe 1-SU Psychology
3 3 r Dept. You can leave a message
and I will get back in touch with you.)
E. These questionnaires should be completed and returned to:
Please return them by:
PROCEDURE
A.




In  answering the fo llo w in g  questions, please r e fe r  to  the  
decis ion  to
ID#_____
Problem #
Approximate date of decision:
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R efer to  the  problem o r decision-m aking s itu a tio n  you ju s t  described
and answer the fo llo w in g  questions by marking the response th a t  
you b e lie v e  is  the most accurate .
1. How was th is  dec is ion  made?
 (a )  You made the decis ion  by .yourself w ith  the in fo rm ation
a v a ila b le  to  you a t  the tim e .
 (b ) You obtained any necessary in fo rm ation  from in d iv id u a ls , then
you decided on the s o lu tio n  to  the problem y o u r s e lf . (The 
in d iv id u a ls  may or may not have known what the problem was 
when they supplied  the in fo rm a tio n .)
 (c )  You shared the problem w ith  re le v a n t in d iv id u a ls  on an
in d iv id u a l b a s is , g e tt in g  t h e i r  ideas and suggestions 
w ith ou t b ring ing  them tog eth er as a group. Then you made 
the d e c is io n , which may o r may not have been based on the  
in d iv id u a l suggestions.
 (d ) You shared the  problem w ith  in d iv id u a ls  in  a group meeting in
which the in d iv id u a ls ' ideas and suggestions were g iven.
Then you made the d e c is io n , which may o r may not have been 
based on the in d iv id u a ls 's u g g e s tio n s .
 (e )  You shared the problem w ith  in d iv id u a ls  as a group,
a lte r n a t iv e s  were eva lu a te d , and the d ec is ion  was made as a 
group.
2. Was the process used to  make the dec is ion  the most app ro pria te  or
best method to  use to  solve th is  problem?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
3. I f  the process used to  make th is  d ec is io n  was not the most
ap p ro p ria te  or best method to  use fo r  th is  problem, which o f  






( f )  The method in d ic a te d  in  Question #1 is  the best method.
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4 . Who was a ffe c te d  by the decision?
 (a )  only  one in d iv id u a l
 (b ) severa l in d iv id u a ls
 (c )  almost the  e n t ir e  o rg an iza tio n
 (d ) no one in  the o rg an iza tio n  was a ffe c te d
5 . Was th e re  a " q u a lity "  requirem ent in  th is  problem such th a t one
s o lu tio n  o r dec is ion  was l ik e ly  to  be b e t te r  than any o ther 
s o lu tio n  or decision?
 (a )  yes
 ( b )  no
6 . Did you have enough in fo rm ation  to  make a high q u a lity  decis ion
b efo re  con su lting  o th e r in d iv id u a ls ?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
7. Was the problem s tru c tu re d , th a t  i s ,  was the problem c le a r  and the
avenues o f f in d in g  a s o lu tio n  s tr a ig h t  forward?
 (a )  yes
 (b)  no
8. For the decis ion  to  be implemented or fo llow ed  through was i t
necessary fo r  the in d iv id u a ls  invo lved  to  accept the 
dec is ion  or to  be corm itted  to  the so lu tio n?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
9. I f  you made th is  dec is ion  by y o u rs e lf ,  would i t  be reasonably
c e r ta in  th a t  i t  would be accepted by the in d iv id u a ls  in  the
o rg an iza tio n?
 (a )  yes
 (b)  no
10. Do the in d iv id u a ls  invo lved  w ith  th is  problem share the
o rg a n iz a tio n a l goals to  be obtained by so lv ing  th is  problem?
 (a )  yes
 (b)  no
11. Are in d iv id u a ls  l i k e ly  to  be in  c o n f l ic t  over d if f e r e n t  so lu tio ns
to  th is  problem?
 (a )  yes
(b ) no
12. How e f fe c t iv e  was the  dec is ion  th a t  was made?
 (a )  extrem ely  in e f fe c t iv e
 (b ) q u ite  in e f fe c t iv e
. ( O  s l ig h t ly  in e f fe c t iv e
 (d ) s l ig h t ly  e f f e c t iv e
 (e )  q u ite  e f fe c t iv e
 ( f )  extrem ely e f fe c t iv e
13. How do you ra te  th e  te c h n ic a l q u a lity  o f  th is  decision? That i s ,  
i f  th e re  were an "o b je c tiv e ly "  c o rre c t s o lu tio n  to  th is  
problem , how would the  q u a lity  o f  your d ec is io n  compare?
 (a )  ex trem ely  low
 (b ) q u ite  low
 (c )  s l ig h t ly  low
 (d ) s l ig h t ly  high
 (e )  q u ite  high
 ( f )  extrem ely  high
14. How w e ll was th is  d ec is io n  accepted by the  in d iv id u a ls  a ffe c te d  
by the  decision?
 (a )  t o t a l ly  unaccepted
 (b ) m ostly unaccepted
 (c )  s l ig h t ly  unaccepted
 (d )  s l ig h t ly  accepted
 (e )  m ostly  accepted
 ( f )  t o t a l ly  accepted
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15. Are chere any indications in your organization or evidence of the
effectiveness or ineffectiveness of this decision?
______ (a) yes
 (b) no
16. Was there any information relevant to this decision that was
not available at the time the decision was made that is 
now available that would have affected how the decision 




17. How familiar are you with this decision?
______ (a) extremely unfamiliar
 (b) quite unfamiliar
 (c) slightly unfamiliar
 (d) slightly familiar
 (e) quite familiar




f o r  Su b o rd in a te s
GUIDELINES FOR PARTICIPANTS IN THE DECISION-MAKING STUDY
This information 1 b  being collected B6 part of a  study on leadership
and decision making. Specifically ve are Interested in three aspects of
decision making:
1. Decision-Making Methods. This study is attempting to determine If
different methods or ways of making decisions are differentially 
effective depending upon the situation surrounding the decision. 
Research on decision making has Identified 5 methods of decision 
making that are theoretically linked to different situational 
characteristics. This study is attempting to test some of these 
theoretical relationships by asking a group of fifty ’’leaders” to 
select five decisions they have made in their role as a leader 
and by having the leader answer a short (14 item) questionnaire 
about each decision.
2. Organizational Members' Perceptions of Decisions. This study 16 also
attempting to determine If a leader’s perception of the decision­
making situation agrees with the perceptions of the members of 
his/her organization. Thus, ve are asking members from each of 
the leader's organization to answer the Bame short questionnaire 
about each of the five decisions selected by the leader of the 
organization.
3. Time. Each leader vas asked to select current decisions. These decisions
will then be evaluated while they are Btlll current, perhaps before 
they are even Implemented. After a period of approximately 4 weeks 
has elapsed, each leader and organizational member participating in 
the study will be asked to evaluate each decision a second time 
by answering the same short questionnaire about the same five 
decisions. This is to determine if the evaluation of decisions 
while they are current differs from the evaluation of the same 
decisions after some time has elapsed when the effectiveness of 
the decision may be more apparent.
PROCEDURE
A. Please answer every question on each questionnaire. There are no "right" 
or "wrong" answers; we are interested only in your opinion. If you do 
not know the answer to a question, please mark the answer that you think 
is probably appropriate - even if this means guessing what might result 
in the future.
B. Your answers will be kept 6trictly confidential. NO ONE, other than the 
researchers, will Bee your answers. (The results of the 6tudy will not 
Identify any individual responses.) To help ensure your anonymity, an 
ID number and not your name will be used on the questionnaires (see the 
blue sheet).
C. You will be asked to answer the same questions after a period of three to 
four weeks has elapsed. (Thl6 is why we need an ID number - so we can 
match your two 8et6 of questionnaires to Bee If your opinion has changed.)
D. If you have any questions about how to answer these questionnaires or 
about the study lu general, please call me:
Betsy Erffoeyer phone: 388-8745 (̂ is lBvthe LSU1?S5’Ch°1! ! L „ [„,3 r Dept. You can leave a message
and I will get back in touch with you.)
E. These questionnaires should be completed and returned to:
Please return them by:
The time you are taking to participate In this study Is greatly appreciated.
THANK YOU!
The In fo rm atio n  asked fo r  on the fo llo w in g  pages w i l l  be used 
1n a study being conducted on leadersh ip  and dec is ion  making. The 
source o f  the  In fo rm atio n  ( in d iv id u a ls  and o rg an iza tio n s ) w i l l  be kept 
s t r i c t l y  c o n f id e n t ia l .  No in d iv id u a l respondents w i l l  be id e n t i f ie d  
to  anyone o th er than the research er. T h e re fo re , we ask th a t  you do 
not put your name on th is  sh ee t. However, s ince you w i l l  be asked to  
ra te  severa l dec is ions  im m ediately a f t e r  they occur and a f t e r  some tim e  
has passed since the  d ec is io n  was made, 1 t is  necessary th a t  you put 
an ID number on your response sheets so th a t  we may match your two 
ra t in g s . P lease use the  la s t  fo u r d ig its  o f  your so c ia l s e c u r ity  
number as your ID number. Only you w i l l  be ab le  to  id e n t i f y  your 
number but we, the  research ers , w i l l  be ab le  to  p a ir  your f i r s t  ra t in g  
w ith  your second ra t in g .
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In answering the following questions, please refer to 
the decision to
Please regard ____________________________________  as the
"leader" referred to in the questions.
ID # ____
Problem #
Approximate date of decision:
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Answer the  fo llo w in g  questions by marking the  response th a t  you 
b e lie v e  is  the  most accurate .
1. How was th is  d ec is io n  made?
 (a )  The le a d e r made the  decis ion  by h im s e lf /h e r s e lf  w ith  the
in fo rm atio n  a v a ila b le  to  h im /her a t  the  tim e.
 (b ) The le a d e r obtained  any necessary in fo rm ation  from in d iv id u a ls ,
then the  le a d e r decided on the s o lu tio n  to  the problem  
h im s e lf /h e r s e lf . (The in d iv id u a ls  may o r may not have 
known what the  problem was when they supplied  the  
in fo rm a t io n .)
 (c )  The le a d e r shared the problem w ith  re le v a n t in d iv id u a ls  on an
in d iv id u a l b a s is , g e tt in g  t h e i r  ideas and suggestions 
w ith o u t b rin g in g  them tog e th e r as a group. Then the leader  
made the d e c is io n , which may o r may not have been based on 
the  in d iv id u a l suggestions.
 (d )  The le a d e r shared the  problem w ith  in d iv id u a ls  in  a group
m eeting in  which the  in d iv id u a ls ' ideas and suggestions 
were g iven . Then the  lead er made the d e c is io n , which may or 
may not have been based on the in d iv id u a ls ' suggestions.
 (e )  The le a d e r shared the problem w ith  in d iv id u a ls  as a group,
a lte r n a t iv e s  were e v a lu a te d , and the  dec is ion  was made as a 
group.
2. Was the process used to  make the d ec is ion  the most a p p ro p ria te  or
best method to  use to  solve th is  problem?
 (a )  yes
 (b )  no
3. I f  the  process used to  make th is  d ec is io n  was not the  most
a p p ro p ria te  o r best method to  use fo r  th is  problem, which o f  






( f )  the  method in d ic a te d  in  Question #1 is  the  best method.
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4 . Who was a ffe c te d  by the decision?
 (a )  o n ly  one In d iv id u a l
 (b ) severa l In d iv id u a ls
 (c )  alm ost th e  e n t ir e  o rg a n iza tio n
 (d ) no one in  the o rg a n iza tio n  was a ffe c te d
5. Was th e re  a " q u a l i ty ” requirem ent in  th is  problem such th a t  one
s o lu tio n  o r d ec is ion  was l i k e ly  to  be b e t te r  than any o th e r  
s o lu tio n  o r decision?
 (a )  yes
 (b )  no
6 . Did the  le a d e r have enough in fo rm atio n  to  make a high q u a lity
d ec is ion  b efo re  c on su lting  o th er In d iv id u a ls ?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
7. Was the  problem s tru c tu re d , th a t  i s ,  was the problem c le a r  and the
avenues o f f in d in g  a s o lu tio n  s tr a ig h t  forward?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
8 . For the d ec is ion  to  be implemented o r fo llow ed  through was i t
necessary fo r  the  in d iv id u a ls  invo lved  to  accept the  
d ec is ion  o r to  be cocnnitted to  the  so lu tio n ?
 (a )  yes
 (b )  no
9 . I f  the  le a d e r made th is  d ec is io n  by h im s e lf /h e r s e lf ,  would i t  be
reasonably c e r ta in  th a t  i t  would be accepted by the  
In d iv id u a ls  in  the  o rg an iza tio n ?
 (a )  yes
 (b )  no
10. Do the  In d iv id u a ls  invo lved  w ith  th is  problem share the
o rg a n iz a tio n a l goals to  be obtained by so lv in g  th is  problem?
 (a )  yes
 (b ) no
11. Are in d iv id u a ls  l i k e ly  to  be in  c o n f l ic t  over d i f f e r e n t  s o lu tio n s
to  th is  problem?
 (a )  yes
. (b) no
12. How e ffe c t iv e  was the  d ec is io n  th a t  was made?
 (a )  ex trem ely  in e f fe c t iv e
 (b ) q u ite  in e f fe c t iv e
 (c )  s l i g h t l y  in e f fe c t iv e
 (d ) s l ig h t ly  e f fe c t iv e
 (e )  q u ite  e f fe c t iv e
 ( f ) extrem ely e f f e c t iv e
13. How do you ra te  th e  te c h n ic a l q u a l i t y  o f  th is  decision? That i s ,  
r e 80 " ^ c t i v e l y "  c o rre c t s o lu tio n  to  th is  
problem , how would the  q u a lity  o f your dec is ion  compare?
 (a )  extrem ely  low
 (b ) q u ite  low
 (c )  s l ig h t ly  low
 (d ) s l ig h t ly  high
 ______(e )  q u ite  high
 ( f )  extrem ely high
14. How w e ll was th is  d ec is io n  accepted by th e  in d iv id u a ls  a ffe c te d  
by the decis ion?
 (a )  t o t a l ly  unaccepted
 (b ) m ostly unaccepted
 (c )  s l ig h t ly  unaccepted
-____ (d ) s l ig h t ly  accepted
._____(e )  m ostly  accepted
 ( f )  t o t a l ly  accepted
m
5
15. Are there any Indications in your organization or evidence of the 
effectiveness or ineffectiveness of this decision?
_______(a) yes
 (b) no
16. Was there any information relevant to this decision that was
not available at the time the decision was made that is 
now available that would have affected how the decision 




17. How familiar are you with this decision?
 (a) extremely unfamiliar
 (b) quite unfamiliar
 (c) slightly unfamiliar
 (d) slightly familiar
______ (e) quite familiar
 (f) extremely familiar
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